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TARGET WASHINGTON: COORDINATING FED- 
ERAL HOMELAND SECURITY EFFORTS WITH 
LOCAL JURISDICTIONS IN THE NATIONAL 
CAPITAL REGION 


THURSDAY, JUNE 24, 2004 

House of Representatives, 
Committee on Government Reform, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:20 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Tom Davis of Virginia 
(chairman of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Tom Davis of Virginia, Mica, Ose, 
Schrock, Waxman, Maloney, Cummings, Tierney, Clay, Watson, 
Van Hollen, Ruppersberger, and Norton. 

Also present: Representative Moran of Virginia. 

Staff present: David Marin, deputy staff director and communica- 
tions director; Ellen Brown, legislative director and senior policy 
counsel; Robert Borden, counsel and parliamentarian; Rob White, 
press secretary; Drew Crockett, deputy director of communications; 
Brian Stout, professional staff member; Teresa Austin, chief clerk; 
Brien Beattie, deputy clerk; Robin Butler, financial administrator; 
Allyson Blandford, office manager; Rosalind Parker, minority coun- 
sel; David McMillen, minority professional staff member; Earley 
Green, minority chief clerk; and Jean Gosa, minority assistant 
clerk. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Good morning. 

The committee will come to order. A quorum appears to be 
present. 

I want to welcome everyone to today’s hearing entitled, “Target 
Washington: Coordinating Federal Homeland Security Efforts with 
Local Jurisdictions in the National Capital Region.” We have a 
good regional group here today. 

This hearing is the committee’s third in our series on emergency 
preparedness in the NCR. Following last year’s hearings, the com- 
mittee asked the General Accounting Office to examine the budget 
and spending plans for the National Capital Region in hope that 
it would help Congress identify whether this region is sufficiently 
funded and whether the funds were being used effectively and effi- 
ciently. We are here today to examine the findings and to bring the 
key components of our regional homeland security efforts together 
to identify what has been done and what work remains. 

The tragic events of September 11, 2001 unfortunately confirm 
the recognition of the National Capital Region as a top terrorist 

( 1 ) 
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target. The primary obligation of any government is the safety and 
security of its citizens and we have been acting on many fronts to 
fulfill this obligation. 

The Federal Government and local Washington area jurisdictions 
have taken a number of actions to strengthen our ability to prevent 
and respond to emergencies and in the National Capital Region, 
this requires the highest level of coordination. The National Capital 
Region has to be the most prepared in the Nation. It is the home 
to 12 local jurisdiction, two States, the District of Columbia, the 
Federal Government, including the White House, the Congress and 
the Supreme Court. This is not an easy task for a region that has 
multiple police forces and emergency plans. 

Recognizing the unique nature of the region and the need for a 
high level of coordination. Congress created the Office for National 
Capital Region Coordination within the Department of Homeland 
Security. This office was created to coordinate activities between 
the various entities in the region, to ensure the preparedness pro- 
grams and activities are developed and evaluated under appro- 
priate standards and to ensure that resources are allocated so as 
to improve and sustain regional preparedness. 

The ONCRC has an important role in setting goals and priorities 
and assisting States and local jurisdictions to think, plan and pre- 
pare regionally. In fiscal years 2002 and 2003, the Federal Govern- 
ment appropriated approximately $340 million for homeland secu- 
rity efforts in the region. It is our understanding that all of the fis- 
cal year 2004 urban area funding totaling $23.9 million, as well as 
portions of prior year funding have yet to be obligated. The time 
has come to ask difficult questions so that we can determine what 
is the road ahead. Congress has dramatically increased funding for 
these efforts over the last few years but have we increased our ca- 
pabilities and preparedness as a region? What have we done with 
the Federal funding to date? How are the funding decisions for the 
region made? How do we enhance preparedness? What is the re- 
maining gap and how do we intend to close it? 

Some Members of Congress as well as some State and local offi- 
cials have contended that funds provided for first responders have 
been insufficient. This has been an incomplete discussion, however, 
because in order to determine funding needs, we have to have a 
full and accurate assessment of where we are and where we need 
to be. It is readily apparent that we need to move away from the 
generalities when speaking of emergency preparedness and coordi- 
nation and talk specifics. 

General strategies are a beginning but they must transfer into 
specific road maps for local. State, Federal and private sector ac- 
tions. Yesterday, the infamous Tractor Man who effectively held 
this region hostage for 2 days in March 2003 was sentenced to 6 
years in prison. Justice was served. We are here again today ask- 
ing if we are better prepared for prime time. We are here today 
wondering whether or how preparedness has improved in the past 
14 months. It is my hope that this hearing will further this discus- 
sion and in doing so, will help Congress, the Department of Home- 
land Security and the localities within the NCR to set a mutually 
agreed upon baseline capability, identify the gaps, set priorities 
and measure progress. 
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The bottom line is that the funding needs of the region and the 
Nation are nearly infinite and therefore, it is of the utmost impor- 
tance to structure the manner in which we go about fulfilling 
needs. In its testimony today, the General Accounting Office lays 
out the general challenges that the region faces in coordinating and 
managing emergency preparedness in our region. GAO’s conclu- 
sions are troubling but not terribly surprising given the complexity 
of the task at hand. An earlier draft of the GAO report noted the 
vacancy at the top of the Office of National Capital Region Coordi- 
nation is a contributing factor to the challenges we are facing. I am 
glad to see that the position has now been filled and that Mr. 
Lockwood is here today to share his vision for improving planning 
and coordination. 

We have two impressive panels of witnesses before us to help us 
understand the issues surrounding this important topic. I would 
like to thank all of our witnesses for appearing before the commit- 
tee and I look forward to their testimony. 

I now yield to my ranking member, Mr. Waxman, for his opening 
statement. 

[The prepared statement of Chairman Tom Davis follows:] 
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Opening Statement of Chairman Tom Davis 
Committee on Government Reform 

“Target Washington: Coordinating Federal Homeland Security Efforts With Local 
Jurisdictions in the National Capital Region” 

June 24, 2004 

Good morning, A quorum being present, the Committee on Government Reform will 
come to order, I would like to welcome everyone to today’s hearing entitled, “Target 
Washington: Coordinating Federal Homeland Security Efforts With Local Jurisdictions in the 
National Capital Region,” 

This hearing is the Committee’s third in our series on emergency preparedness in the 
NCR, Following last year’s hearings, the Committee asked the General Accounting Office 
(GAO) to examine the budget and spending plans for the NCR in hopes that it would help 
Congress identify whether this region is sufficiently funded and whether the funds are being used 
effectively and efficiently. We are here today to examine their findings and to bring the key 
components of our regional homeland security efforts together to identify what has been done to 
date and what work remains. 

The tragic events of September 1 1 , 2001, unfortunately confirmed the recognition of the 
NCR as a top terrorist target The primary obligation of any government is the safety and 
security of its citizens, and we have been acting on many fronts to fulfill this obligation. The 
Federal government and local Washington area jurisdictions have taken a number of actions to 
strengthen our ability to prevent and respond to emergencies, and in the NCR, this requires the 
highest level of coordination. The National Capital Region has to be the most prepared in the 
nation. It is home to 12 local jurisdictions, two states, the District of Columbia, and the Federal 
government, including the White House, the Congress, and the Supreme Court, This is not an 
easy task for a region that has multiple police forces and emergency plans. 

Recognizing the unique nature of the region and the need for a high level of coordination. 
Congress created the Office for National Capital Region Coordination (ONCRC) within the 
Department of Homeland Security, This office was created to coordinate activities between the 
various entities in the region, to ensure that preparedness programs and activities are developed 
and evaluated under appropriate standards, and to ensure that resources are allocated so as to 
improve and sustain regional preparedness. The ONCRC has an important role in setting goals 
and priorities and assisting states and local jurisdictions to think, plan and prepare regionally. 
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In Fiscal Years 2002 and 2003, the federal government appropriated approximately $340 
million for homeland security efforts in the NCR. It is our understanding that all of the Fiscal 
Year 2004 Urban Area funding, totaling $23.9 million, as well as portions of prior year funding 
have yet to be obligated. The time has come to ask difficult questions so that we can determine 
the road ahead. Congress has dramatically increased funding for these efforts over the last few 
years, but have we increased capabilities and preparedness as a region? What have we done with 
the federal funding to date? How were funding decisions for the region made? How did we 
enhance preparedness? What is the remaining gap and how do we intend to close it? 

Some members of Congress, as well as some state and local officials, have contended that 
funds provided for first responders have been insufficient. This has been an incomplete 
discussion, however, because in order to determine the funding needs, we must have a full and 
accurate assessment of where we are and where we need to be. It is readily apparent that we 
need to move away from generalities when speaking of emergency preparedness and 
coordination and talk specifics. General strategies are a beginning, but they must transfer into 
specific roadmaps for local, state, Federal and private sector actions. 

Yesterday, the infamous “Tractor Man,” who effectively held the region hostage for two 
days in March 2003, was sentenced to six years in prison, Justice was served. But we’re here 
again today asking if we’re better prepared for “prime time.” We’re here today wondering 
whether and how preparedness has improved in the past 14 months. 

It is my hope that this hearing will further this discussion, and in doing so help Congress, 
DHS, and the localities within the NCR to set a mutually-agreed upon baseline capability, 
identify the gaps, set priorities and measure progress. The bottom line is that the funding needs 
of the region and the nation are nearly infinite, and therefore it is of the utmost importance to 
structure the manner in which we go about filling these needs. 

In its testimony today, the General Accounting Office lays out the challenges the NCR is 
facing in coordinating and managing emergency preparedness in our region. GAO’s conclusions 
are troubling, but not terribly surprising given the complexity of the task at hand. 

An earlier draft of the GAO report noted the vacancy at the top of the Office of National 
Capita! Region Coordination as a contributing factor to the challenges we’re facing. I’m glad to 
see that the position has now been filled, and that Mr. Lockwood is here today to share his vision 
for improving planning and coordination. 

We have two impressive panels of witnesses before us to help us understand the issues 
surrounding this important issue. I would like to thank all of our witnesses for appearing before 
the Committee, and I look forward to their testimony. I now yield to the Ranking Member, Mr, 
Waxman, for his opening statement. 
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Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am pleased the committee is holding today’s hearing on the 
Emergency Readiness in the National Capital Region. Ensuring 
preparedness in this region is particularly challenging given the se- 
verity of threats facing the area and the range of Federal, State 
and local entities involved in responding to the threats across juris- 
dictional lines. This committee should do everything it can to pro- 
mote optimal coordination of these efforts. 

Just 2 weeks ago, we saw how quickly communications can break 
down in an emergency. The appearance of an unidentified airplane 
in restricted air space resulted in panic in the Capitol and confu- 
sion among responders. It is my understanding that the Mayor was 
not notified until after the threat was resolved. 

The challenges of coordinating the activities of the multiple and 
overlapping jurisdictions in the National Capital Region are severe. 
So too are the consequences if we fail to meet those challenges. 
Today, the General Accounting Office will tell us that we don’t 
have a good measure of the collective capacity of these jurisdictions 
to respond to an emergency. Nor do we have a good sense of what 
should be their capacity. Without these essential benchmarks, 
where are we and where do we need to be, it is impossible to devise 
a plan to get from one to the other. I am hopeful that this hearing 
will lead to a better understanding of these benchmarks. 

I want to note that Congresswoman Norton of our committee has 
been tireless in her work to advance National Capital Region emer- 
gency preparedness. Her keen understanding of the deficiencies in 
planning and coordination of effort led her to write the original 
amendment that laid the foundation for the Office of National Cap- 
ital Region Coordination, now directed by Mr. Lockwood, one of our 
witnesses today. 

I want to welcome the distinguished witnesses who I know have 
devoted a lot of time and energy to regional preparedness. Your 
work may help prevent serious harm to many citizens of this area. 
Indeed, it may have already done so. I know I speak for many oth- 
ers in telling you how much I appreciate your commitment to this 
effort. 

Finally, I want to commend Chairman Davis for having this 
hearing and for his strong interest in homeland security issues. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Henry A. Waxman follows:] 
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Statement of 

Rep. Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Government Reform 
Hearing on 

The State of Emergency Readiness in the Nation’s Capital 
June 24, 2004 

I am pleased that the Committee is holding today’s hearing on 
emergency readiness in the National Capital Region. Ensuring 
preparedness in this region is particularly challenging given the severity 
of threats facing the area and the range of federal, state, and local entities 
involved in responding to the threats across jurisdictional lines. This 
Committee should do everything it can to promote optimal coordination 
of these efforts. 

Just two weeks ago, we saw how quickly communications can 
break down in an emergency. The appearance of an unidentified 
airplane in restricted air space resulted in panic in the Capitol, and 
confusion among responders. It is my understanding that the Mayor was 


not notified until after the threat was resolved. 
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The challenges of coordinating the activities of the multiple and 
overlapping jurisdictions in the National Capital Region are severe. So 
too are the consequences if we fail to meet those challenges. Today, the 
General Accounting Office will tell us that we don’t have a good 
measure of the collective capacity of these jurisdictions to respond to an 
emergency. Nor do we have a good sense of what should be their 
capacity. Without those essential benchmarks — where are we and 
where do we need to be - it is impossible to devise a plan to get from 
one to the other. 1 am hopeful that this hearing will lead toward a better 
understanding of those benchmarks. 

I want to note that Congresswoman Norton of our Committee has 
been tireless in her work to advance National Capital Region emergency 
preparedness. Her keen understanding of the deficiencies in planning 
and coordination of effort led her to write the original amendment that 
laid the foundation for the Office of National Capital Region 
Coordination, now directed by Mr. Lockhart, one of our witnesses today. 
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I want to welcome the distinguished witnesses, who 1 know have 
devoted a lot of time and energy to regional preparedness. Your work 
may help prevent serious harm to many citizens of the National Capital 
Region - indeed it may already have done so. I know I speak for many 
others in telling you how much I appreciate your commitment to this 
effort. 

And finally, I want to commend Chairman Davis for having this 
hearing and for his interest in homeland security issues. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Are there any statements on our side? Ms. Norton. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I appreciate this hearing and I think you called it at a time when 
it is fair to look at the regional office. We did not call this hearing 
when it just had been created, we are now more than 2 years, proh- 
ahly going on 3 years. 

I also want to say my concerns come against a background that 
has taught me not to do Monday morning quarterbacking, about 
why didn’t we do this. I think the homeland security business is 
a startup business for the country. My own work on the Homeland 
Security Committee and on the Aviation Subcommittee certainly 
taught me that. For example, we were very critical on the Home- 
land Security Committee of spending but when we probed it, we 
learned that much of that was because the States had difficulties 
in their own procedures about how to gear up for the money that 
came out of this Congress in one huge tranche after September 11. 

I certainly have not expected anything like perfection from this 
office. I have to tell you that when it comes to coordination, I have 
had a tougher standard because we did foresee the coordination 
problem in this committee. As the ranking member indicated, my 
own amendment for a coordinator was strongly supported on both 
sides of this committee and the administration itself not wanting 
to add to the expenses had compunctions but ultimately the admin- 
istration accepted the notion that for the National Capital Region 
area where there are 600,000 people in this city, 2 million in the 
region and where the entire Federal presence is located, there 
needs to be special attention. We have the most at stake in the en- 
tire country and we are all aware of this. 

So, in this region alone, the Federal Government pays for a re- 
gional coordinator. I was sufficiently impressed by at least some of 
what I have been hearing from that office that I have since spon- 
sored an amendment that is included again in a bipartisan bill 
coming out of the Homeland Security Committee for regional coor- 
dinators paid for however by the States in order to essentially 
model on what we have done here and today, we look and see what 
that model has done. 

A very large amount of money in my district alone was tracked. 
I know that 0MB, for example, called the District often about 
whether or not it was spending on a quarterly basis. Sometimes 
they got it wrong. I called the District and would have to call back, 
you were wrong, we have spent. 

When it comes to the region, the concern is not are you spending 
the money we have, but are you duplicating what one another is 
doing, are you buying the same things across regions, are you sav- 
ing money, are you coordinating? Is somebody looking at the big 
picture, because the obligation of the Government of the District of 
Columbia, of Maryland and of Virginia is to be parochial. They are 
supposed to look and see whether or not they are doing their job. 
The whole point here was for somebody to help them understand 
the dependence of the entire region, one on another. We don’t have 
a WMATA board when it comes to homeland security, the whole 
thing is together. That is essentially what this new post was sup- 
posed to do. 



11 


As I see it, this is a headquarters issue. This is an administra- 
tion issue. First of all, the vacancy that was there for so long, a 
5-month vacancy was absolutely inexcusable and scary, frankly. I 
don’t think there was any shortage of people to fill. We have al- 
ready filled it now with somebody from the region. There were all 
kinds of people in headquarters who could have filled it. I have a 
problem with that. It became such a problem for the region that 
the region sent a letter saying, please fill this vacancy. I would 
note that Mr. Ridge is prescribing remedies for regions across the 
country now, indicating that this is a headquarters problem, rem- 
edies like purchasing together on a multi-jurisdictional basis and 
having agreement to do so. 

Initially after September 11, anyone can understand the do 
something mentality, spend some money, do something, show 
something but we were supposed to avoid that with coordination. 
The GAO report raises some considerable difficulties about that co- 
ordination. We have to get to the bottom of that, particularly since 
the Secretary himself in testifying before the Homeland Security 
Committee when I asked him about coordination in the regions 
that do not have a coordinator has been quick to say that we are 
pleased with what we see in the National Capital Region and we 
want to model that over the country. So for me, the question will 
be, is there a model here to send to the rest of the country. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for this hearing. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Van Hollen. 

Mr. Van Hollen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me thank you for holding another in a series of hearings on 
the very important issue of security in the National Capital area. 
I have pleased we have Mr. Schrader, director of Maryland’s Home- 
land Security Office here. I am also especially pleased that the ad- 
ministration has now filled the position of the Director for the Na- 
tional Capital Region Coordination Office. Welcome, Mr. Lockwood, 
and welcome from the State of Maryland where you were also very 
involved and thank you for your leadership there. I do think we 
lost valuable time in the 5-month interlude between Mr. Michael 
Byrne’s resignation and your taking over in this position. I hope we 
can catch up for time lost. 

I think as a Nation when you do approach this issue with two 
things in mind, one, we need to focus our resources on those areas 
in this country that are most at risk. Of course the National Cap- 
ital area is among the top targets in that regard. Second, within 
those areas, we need to make sure that our resources are spent 
wisely and that they are well coordinated. The GAO report that we 
are going to be hearing more about today raises some very serious 
questions about whether or not we have done an adequate job of 
that in the many months since the creation of the office of the coor- 
dinator and focusing on these issues. I look forward to that report 
and thank them for looking into this because I think if we want 
to maintain the confidence of people in this region and around the 
country in our efforts, we have to show that these funds, first of 
all, are going to areas of greatest need and second, within those 
areas, the funds are being well spent. 



12 


I thank all of you for being here and, Mr. Chairman, thank you 
again for holding the hearing. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you. 

Any other opening statements? We will just go straight down, 
Ms. Watson and Mr. Ruppersberger. 

Ms. Watson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this hearing. 

I have just a comment and then a few references to the GAO re- 
port. 

My comment is this, that we are embarking in a direction that 
is absolutely new to us as a result of September 11, the Homeland 
Security Department was formulated in a rush and I do under- 
stand what it takes to put together a program that really secures 
us, that will create a filling of security among Americans and be 
a model. It is going to be difficult to do in a hurry, so I just want 
to say, we shouldn’t rush through it, we should think through it. 

When the GAO reported that the Department did not give 
enough feedback on preparedness plans and the jurisdictions have 
little idea what they should be doing better, I think is a very co- 
gent point. We need to give direction and we need to think through 
that direction. When they reported there were no central source 
tracking, antiterrorism grants of the amount in this capital region 
and that there was a lack of supporting documentation that indi- 
cates a lack of financial controls. Absolutely. 

So I am hoping that our panelists will suggest ways in which we 
can direct activities to help the region to develop a model. When 
there is an absence of clear Federal guidelines, local and State 
leaders use some of the funds to plug up their budget gaps. This 
is not new. When the money is out there, we are going to use it 
for the priorities that we have had traditionally. 

I am hoping that those of you can help give the guidance and di- 
rection that is needed as this area goes about formulating their 
preparedness plans. 

Thank you very much. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Mr. Chairman, thank you and the ranking 
member for returning to this very important topic. 

Certainly all Members of Congress have a personal stake in 
keeping our Nation’s Capital Region safe for those who live, work 
and visit. It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to recognize that this 
city and even Capital Hill are prime targets for terrorists but like 
you, Mr. Chairman, I am a former county executive and come from 
one of the States represented in this region, so this remains a vital 
topic to me and my constituents. 

I have not read the GAO report being released today but I can 
only go by what I have read in the papers this morning and what 
I have read disturbs me. It states that intergovernmental coordina- 
tion is critical to any successful plan and we can all appreciate the 
complexities involved. Those complexities are three levels of gov- 
ernment, various funding streams, funding shortages, jurisdictional 
issues, private sector involvement, outreach to citizens and those 
who work in the city, planning, training, information sharing and 
implementation, complex problems being worked on by some very 
dedicated individuals but still almost 3 years after the attacks of 
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September 11, GAO finds that this critical coordination is lacking 
and that is disturbing. 

An effort such as the National Capital Region Domestic Pre- 
paredness Plan needs more than State and local government co- 
ordination, it requires leadership from the top down and I believe 
the Department of Homeland Security must play a consistent role 
here. I am pleased to see Tom Lockwood with us today and con- 
gratulate him on his new role at DHS. I know how hard Tom 
worked with Dennis Schrader in the Maryland Office of Homeland 
Security. I know he brings a wealth of capability to DHS. Good 
luck. I urge Secretary Ridge and the other leaders at DHS to sup- 
port Tom Lockwood in his efforts so that he can provide the much 
needed direction to move this coordination forward. 

Of course keeping our homeland safe comes with a hefty price 
tag. As this region sets its priorities for protection including the 
necessary personnel, training, equipment and so on to tackle the 
many problems that remain as interoperability, I would hope that 
DHS and the Federal Government will provide the necessary re- 
sources to make the NCR plan successful. Local leaders are crying 
out for funding. The States are doing the best they can with com- 
peting priorities. I think we need to find a way to get this money 
directly to those who need it the most. There is much we can do 
in Congress to make efforts like this all across the country more 
successful. We can finally pass legislation to create national stand- 
ards for homeland security so we know what we mean by being 
prepared and make sure we spend our money wisely. We can also 
look at viable risks and set priorities based on credible threats and 
we can continue to provide this critical oversight. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger fol- 
lows:] 
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Congressman C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger 
Government Reform Full Committee Hearing 
Target Washington: Coordinating Federal Homeland Security 
Efforts with Local Jurisdictions in the National Capital Region 

Hearing 

06.24.2004 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I thank you and the ranking member 
for returning again to this very important topic. Certainly all 
Members of Congress have a personal stake in the keeping our 
Nation’s Capital Region safe for those who live, work and visit 
here. It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to recognize that this city 
and even Capital Hill are prime targets for terrorists. But like 
you Mr. Chairman, I am a former county executive and come 
from one of the states represented in this region. . . so this 
remains a vital topic to me and my constituents. 

I have not had an opportunity to read the GAO report being 
released today so I can only go by what I read about it from this 
committee’s memos and the Washington Post article this 
morning. And what I read disturbs me. It states that 
intergovernmental coordination is critical to any successful plan 
and we can all appreciate the complexities involved. 3 levels of 
government. Various funding streams. Funding shortages. 
Jurisdicational issues. Private sector involvement. Outreach to 
citizens and those who work in this city. Planning, training, 
information sharing and implementation. Complex problems 
being worked on by some very dedicated individuals. But still, 
almost 3 years after the attacks of September 11... GAO finds 
that this critical coordination is still lacking. That is disturbing. 
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An effort such as the National Capital Region domestic 
preparedness plan needs more than state and local government 
coordination. It requires leadership from the top down and I 
believe the Department of Homeland Security must play a 
consistent role here. I am thrilled to see Tom Lockwood with us 
today and congratulate him on his new role at DHS. I know how 
hard Tom worked with Dennis Schrader in the Maryland Office 
of Homeland Security and I know he brings a wealth of 
capability to DHS. I urge Secretary Ridge and the other leaders 
at DHS to support Tom Lockwood in this effort so he can 
provide the much needed direction to move this coordination 
effort forward. 

And of course, keeping our homeland safe comes with a hefty 
price tag. As this region sets its priorities for protection 
including the necessary personnel, training, equipment and so on 
to tackle the many problems that remain such as interoperability 
- 1 would hope that DHS and the federal government will 
provide the necessary resources to make the NCR plans 
successful. Local leaders are crying out for funding. States are 
doing the best they can with competing priorities and I think we 
need to find a way to get money directly to those who need it 
when they need it. 

There is much we in Congress can do to make efforts like this 
all across the country more successful. We can finally pass 
legislation to create national standards for homeland security so 
we know what we mean by being prepared and make sure we 
spend our limited money wisely. We can look at viable risks and 
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set priorities based on the credible threats. And we can continue 
to provide this critical oversight. 

I commend the leadership of this committee for this follow up 
hearing and I look forward to hearing the testimony of these 
witnesses. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Schrock. 

Mr. Schrock. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me first begin by thanking the witnesses for being here today 
and giving us our testimony, and for their efforts in addressing an 
issue which impacts all of us greatly here in the Nation’s Capital 
and beyond. 

In the aftermath of the tragedies of September 11, many lessons 
were learned and many vulnerabilities were realized. Given that 
the National Capital Re^on was clearly a desired target of our en- 
emies, it was the recipient of well over $300 million through a 
number of grants. These funds were to be utilized by all of our 
areas first responders, whether Federal, State or local in a coordi- 
nated effort of planning, preparation, training and execution of ap- 
propriate responses to whatever the circumstances dictate in terms 
of an attack or an incident in the D.C. area. Additionally, similar 
grants have also been issued nationwide to heavily populated re- 
gions for the same purpose as applies to their respective areas. 

We, in Congress are the keepers of the funds and we are respon- 
sible to the taxpayer to ensure they are spent wisely and in the in- 
terest of homeland security and the American taxpayer. Further, 
the NCR is at the helm of this issue and the example we set locally 
should provide value to the other areas throughout America. Our 
lives, our security and very realistically our futures depend on it. 

I look forward to hearing the testimony today and learning of the 
progress those changes have had in implementing these efforts that 
have been made. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for arranging this very important 
hearing. I look forward to a healthy exchange of questions and an- 
swers following this testimony. 

I don’t live in the District but I live in the Hampton Roads area 
where we have one of the largest ports in America and the largest 
concentration of military anywhere in the world. So what is said 
here today, I am going to listen to carefully because the impact 
here is going to have the same impact in our area. Every time I 
go home, which are the happiest days when I go home, every time 
I pass through the Hampton Roads bridge tunnel underneath that 
tunnel, I think, “who is under there and what are they getting 
ready to do.” I worry about that every single time. Hopefully we 
can learn something here today that maybe will prevent something 
like that. 

I thank you all, especially those in uniform. I wore the uniform 
in the Navy for 24 years, so I naturally hone in on anybody wear- 
ing a uniform. I thank you for what you do and for what you are 
trying to do to help solve this problem and eradicate terror from 
the face of the Earth. Thank you and I look forward to your testi- 
mony. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Edward L. Schrock follows:] 
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House Government Reform Committee 

“Target Washington: Coordinating Homeland Security Efforts With Local Jurisdictions 
in the National Capital Region” 

June 24, 2004 

Statement by Congressman Ed Schrock (VA-02) 

I’d like to begin by thanking these witnesses for their testimony today, and their efforts in 
addressing an issue which impacts all of greatly here in the nation’s capital and beyond. 

In the aftermath of the tragedies of 9/1 1, many lessons were learned and much 
vulnerability were realized. Given that the National Capital Region (NCR) was clearly a 
desired target of our enemies, it was the recipient of well over $300 million through a 
number of grants. These funds were to be utilized by all area first responders, whether 
Federal, state or local, in a coordinated effort of planning, preparation, training and 
execution of appropriate responses to whatever the eircumstances dictate in terms of an 
attack or an incident in the DC area. 

Additionally, similar grants have also been issued nationwide to heavily populated 
regions for the same purpose as applies to their respective areas. We in Congress are the 
keepers of the funds and are responsible to the taxpayer to ensure they are spent wisely 
and in the interest of homeland security and the American taxpayer. 

Further, the NCR is at the helm of this issue, and the example we set locally should 
provide value to the other areas throughout America. Our lives, our security, and very 
realistically, our futures depend on it. 

I look forward to hearing the testimony today and learning of the progress those charged 
with implementing these efforts have made. Mr. Chairman, thank you for arranging this 
important hearing and I look forward to a healthy exchange of questions and answers 
following their testimony. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Moran. 

Mr. Moran of Virginia. Thank you, Chairman Davis. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thanks for joining us today. 

Mr. Moran of Virginia. I wanted to participate in this impor- 
tant hearing on the emergency preparedness of our region because 
it directly affects the lives of our constituents, our districts and the 
Nation’s Capital. 

The response to the terrorist attack on the Pentagon on Septem- 
ber 11 demonstrated the heroism and the professionalism of the 
emergency responders in Arlington, Alexandria, Fairfax County, 
surrounding localities and our Federal emergency responders. I am 
particularly proud of the Arlington County fire departments’ emer- 
gency response to the Pentagon. The Federal Commission that in- 
vestigated the terrorist attacks issued a report which characterized 
Arlington’s response as a success, overcoming all the inherent com- 
plications that arise when so many Federal, State and local juris- 
dictions are involved. Our Fire Chief sees that I am wearing Ar- 
lington’s official tie to underscore that. 

Unfortunately, the largest lessons of September 11 made clear 
that this region was not adequately prepared to respond to that 
disaster and regional coordination was virtually nonexistent. It was 
a good thing that an office of the National Capital Region was es- 
tablished within the Department of Homeland Security to address 
the unique challenges to emergency response that our Nation’s 
Capital is bound to face. Yet, the General Accounting Office will at- 
test today that nearly 3 years after the terrorist attacks of Septem- 
ber 11 and after receiving a huge influx of money to secure the re- 
gion and make it better prepared, the Washington area still lacks 
a coordinated plan to deal with emergencies and is unable to ex- 
plain where critical security gaps remain and why most of the 
money that has been made available so far has in fact yet to be 
spent. 

Not only am I concerned with the lack of coordination among the 
various localities, I have been discouraged by the lack of trans- 
parency and information sharing of the decisions being made by 
the Office of the National Capital Region with the members who 
represent it. On September 11, 2003, the 2-year anniversary of the 
attack, I suspect a number of my colleagues may have written simi- 
lar letters, I wrote a letter to Secretary Ridge. The letter said, “I 
continue, however, to hear concerns raised by first responders, 
health department officials and law enforcement officers as they 
prepare for possible contingencies. I think a checklist with bench- 
marks might be a very useful approach to measure and determine 
this region’s reliable functioning capabilities, those this region has 
and those it lacks. The area congressional delegation will do all 
that it can to provide the necessary resources.” At least as of today, 
we have yet to receive any response to this letter or to that pro- 
posal. That was more than a year ago. That, I think, gets to the 
heart of today’s hearing. 

Mr. Lockwood, I don’t mean for you to be the one in the hot seat. 
I understand you came very highly recommended and not just by 
Congressman Ruppersberger and by Governor Erlich and I know 
you were just newly appointed to your position, but it took 5 



20 


months to have the vacancy left by Michael Byrne, your prede- 
cessor, to be filled after he went off to Microsoft. 

Mr. Chairman, I do commend you for holding this hearing and 
I know you are determined to lead the effort to improve and en- 
hance coordination among the region’s jurisdictions and I appre- 
ciate that apparently, at least in the case of the Nation’s Capital, 
financial resources are not as much of a problem as is the manage- 
ment of those resources. Again, I appreciate your leadership in 
having this hearing, Mr. Chairman. You are right on top of it in 
a timely manner given the front page article in the Washington 
Post. Again, this is going to be a very productive hearing and I ap- 
preciate the opportunity to participate. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. James P. Moran follows:] 
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Congressman Janies P. Moran 
Committee on Government Reform 

Coordinating Homeland Security Efforts with Local Jurisdictions 
In the National Capital Region 
June 24, 2004 

• Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me to participate in this 
important hearing on the emergency preparedness of our region which 
directly affects our constituents, our districts, and the nation’s capital. 

• The response to the terrorist attack on the Pentagon on September 1 1 * 
demonstrated the heroism and professionalism of the emergency 
responders in Arlington, Alexandria, and Fairfax County and 
surrounding localities. 

• lam particularly proud of the Arlington County fire department's 
emergency response to the Pentagon. The commission which is 
investigating the terrorist attacks issued a report which characterized 
Arlington’s response as a success, overcoming inherent complications 
that arise when numerous local, state and federal jurisdictions are 
involved. 

• Unfortunately the larger lessons of 9/1 1 made clear that this region 
was not adequately prepared for such disaster response and regional 
coordination was virtually non-existent. 

• We were all pleased that an Office of the National Capital Region was 
established within the Department of the Homeland Security to 
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address the unique challenges to emergency preparedness in this 
region. 

• Yet, as the General Accounting Office will attest to today, nearly 
three years after the terrorist attacks of 9/1 1 and after recieveing 
a huge influx of money to secure the region and make it more 
prepared, the Washington area still lacks a coordinated plan to 
deal with emer 2 encies and is unable to explain where critical 
security gaps remain . 

• Not only am I concerned with the lack of coordination among the 
various localities, I have been discouraged by the lack of transparency 
and information sharing on the decisions being made by the Office of 
the National Capital Region with the Members who represent these 
districts. 

• On September 1 1 , 2003, 1 wrote a letter to Secretary Ridge stating 
that, “I continue, however, to hear concerns raised by first 
responders, health department officials and law enforcement 
officers as they prepare for possible contingencies. I think a 
checklist with benchmarks might be an extremely useful approach 
to measure and determine this region ’s ^reliable functioning 
capabilities; ’ those this region has and those it lacks. The area 
congressional delegation will do all it can to provide the necessary 


resources. 
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• To date, neither I, nor my staff have received any response to this 
letter. And I think this gets at the heart of today’s hearing. 

• Mr. Lockwood, I don’t mean for you to be the one in the hot seat, 
since you were just newly appointed to your position, but it took 5 
months to have the vacancy left by Mike Byrne, your predecessor to 
be filled. 

• Mr. Chairman, I commend you for holding this hearing to examine 
our area’s shortfalls in emergency preparedness and launch an effort 
to unearth new ways to improve and enhance coordination among the 
regional jurisdictions. 

• I eagerly look forward to hearing the testimony of the witnesses here 
today and appreciate the opportunity to ask questions. Thank you. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you, Jim. 

Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Chairman, I will he very brief. 

I want to thank you for holding this hearing. 

In the Homeland Security Act of 2002, Congress created the Of- 
fice for National Capital Region Coordination within the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security in order to ensure that activities be- 
tween the regional governments and the Federal Government were 
coordinated. By providing millions of dollars in grant funding, the 
Federal Government is attempting to assist regional jurisdictions 
in preparation for combating terrorism and responding to emer- 
gencies. All of the 50 States and the U.S. territories are eligible for 
this funding. 

As a result of this committee’s two previous hearings, the U.S. 
General Accounting Office has requested to examine the budget 
and spending plans for the National Capital Region in order to en- 
sure that it is sufficiently funded and that the fund distributed are 
used appropriately to address emergency preparedness. The GAO 
report entitled, “tJ.S. General Accounting Office, Homeland Secu- 
rity Management of First Responders,” has identified three chal- 
lenges in coordinating the homeland security funds provided to the 
jurisdictions in the National Capital Region. First, there are no 
current standards for determining existing first responder capacity. 
Second, there is no existing plan for establishing these standards. 
Third, ONCRC has not obtained complete information on the 
amount of DHS grant funds available to each jurisdiction within 
the NCR. These deficiencies make it difficult to develop adequate 
plans for addressing outstanding needs within the region and to de- 
termine if DHS funding is being spent effectively and efficiently. 

More than ever with our Nation’s increasing budget deficit and 
the constant threat of organized terrorist activity, it is important 
that we ascertain that the Federal dollars spend to make the NCR 
safe are used effectively and efficiently. I have often said, Mr. 
Chairman, that one thing it seems that Democrats and Republicans 
agree upon is that the taxpayers’ money must be, must be, must 
be used effectively and efficiently and there are processes put in 
place that ensure a well prepared region in the event of an emer- 
gency. 

So I look forward to hearing from today’s witnesses and hope this 
hearing will help us to better assess our progress in preparing the 
National Capital Region to deal with potential threats to determine 
what our needs are for better coordination and planning and evalu- 
ate emergency preparedness funding for our Nation’s Capital. 

I am very pleased to see with us, Maryland’s Director of Home- 
land Security, Dennis Schrader. I am very pleased to have you with 
us and all of our witnesses, we thank you. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

We will now move to our first panel of witnesses consisting of 
Thomas Lockwood, the new Director of the Office of National Cap- 
ital Region Coordination, Department of Homeland Security; Wil- 
liam Jenkins, Director, Homeland Security and Justice Issues, 
General Accounting Office; the Honorable George Foresman, assist- 
ant to the Governor for commonwealth preparedness. Common- 
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wealth of Virginia; Dennis Schrader, director, Office of Homeland 
Security, State of Maryland, who will not provide testimony but is 
available for questions; and finally, Ms. Barbara Childs-Pair, direc- 
tor, D.C. Emergency Management Agency, accompanied by Mr. 
Robert Bobb, city administrator, interim Deputy Mayor for public 
safety and justice; Mr. Steven Crowell, acting administrator. State 
Homeland Security; and Ms. LeAnn Turner, director. Homeland Se- 
curity Grants Administration. 

Let me thank all of you for taking time from your very busy 
schedules to be with us today, share your testimony and answer 
some questions. Our committee swears all witnesses before testify- 
ing. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you. 

We have some lights here on the front table. They will turn 
green when I recognize you, they will stay green for 4 minutes and 
turn orange for 1 minute and when that red button comes on, we 
would like you to move to sum up. Your entire written testimony 
is in the record and questions will be based on the entire testimony 
but the 5-minutes gives you time to emphasize it. 

Mr. Lockwood, we will start with you and move down. Again, 
welcome. You are no stranger to this. We are happy to see you on 
board and thank you for being here. 

STATEMENTS OF THOMAS LOCKWOOD, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION COORDINATION, DEPARTMENT 
OF HOMELAND SECURITY; WILLIAM JENKINS, DIRECTOR, 
HOMELAND SECURITY AND JUSTICE ISSUES, GENERAL AC- 
COUNTING OFFICE; GEORGE FORESMAN, ASSISTANT TO THE 
GOVERNOR FOR COMMONWEALTH PREPAREDNESS, COM- 
MONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA; DENNIS SCHRADER, DIRECTOR, 
OFFICE OF HOMELAND SECURITY, STATE OF MARYLAND; 
AND BARBARA CHILDS-PAIR, DIRECTOR, D.C. EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

Mr. Lockwood. Thank you. I am honored to be here. 

I would like to summarize my statement and ask the full state- 
ment be included in the record. 

I am Tom Lockwood, the new Director for the National Capital 
Region Office of Coordination. I am honored to be here today. 

I want to thank Congress for having the wisdom of having an of- 
fice like the National Capital Region which focuses on a critical re- 
gion in the United States. Some of the key roles of this office, 
which have been summarized by both sides, is the coordination of 
activities within the Department of Homeland Security relating to 
the National Capital Region, be an advocate for the region, to pro- 
vide information to the region, to start working with State, local, 
not for profit and regional organizations for an integrated, cohesive 
plan for emergency preparedness. This is a very complex region. 
There are multiple jurisdictions, there are multiple levels of gov- 
ernment and divisions within government. It is a challenge but it 
is doable. 

In the spirit of cooperation, this office is actively working with 
the District of Columbia, the State of Maryland, and the Common- 
wealth of Virginia and through the senior leadership we have 
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formed a group, the Senior Policy Group, which have heen working 
at unprecedented levels of cooperation. This office has been actively 
coordinating across Federal agencies. A key mechanism has been 
the Joint Federal Committee whose members are drawn from mul- 
tiple Federal agencies across the Federal Government. Specific ex- 
amples of the efforts being worked on right now are issues such as 
protective measures across the National Capital Region; standard 
protective measures across the National Capital Region, standard 
protective measures; credentialling, working through protocols and 
sharing information; and again, not only is the Federal Govern- 
ment working between itself but these will be integrated with local 
and State government authorities. 

One of the key roles we have to improve, is we need to integrate 
and synchronize some of the investments we have talked about 
thus far. Working through the Senior Leadership Group, the Senior 
Policy Group [SPG], working with the county administrative offi- 
cers, working with the Emergency Preparedness Council, it has 
been quite an opportunity to bring in different views at different 
levels, many voices, same message of participation. 

It is critical that we have an integrated strategy, that it is a 
strategy that is based with local government and State government 
working together within the region with an office like this office co- 
ordinating between the levels and with Federal Government. This 
coordination provides the foundation for the emergency prepared- 
ness for the region, the process has been much more formalized in 
the last several months where there is active commitment from 
local government within the prioritization of the resource alloca- 
tion. That has been accepted by the region and we have been ac- 
tively working through that process. 

The region will be coordinating over the next several months to 
build an integrated plan. Federal, State and local and we are ac- 
tively committed to that. The region is taking great strides to de- 
velop our plans and our protocols; we have been working quite ac- 
tively with the emergency response community. 

In closing, the NCR provides a unique challenge to protect our 
citizens, our guests, our institutions. We have worked and devel- 
oped a solid foundation that is built with a relationship between 
Federal, State and local governments, the nonprofits, the regional 
authorities, and the general public. We are committed to continue 
that relationship on this integrated approach. 

Thank you very much. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lockwood follows:] 
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Statement of Thomas J. Lockwood 
Director, Office of National Capital Region Coordination 
Department of Homeland Security 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 

dune 24, 2004 

Introduction 

Good morning. Mr, Chairman and committee members, I am honored to be here with you today to 
discuss emergency preparedness in the Nation’s Capital. I am Tom Lockwood, director of the 
Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) Office of National Capital Region Coordination (ONCRC). 

The Office of National Capital Region Coordination was established by Section 882 of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 to oversee and coordinate Federal programs for and 
relationships with State, local and regional authorities in the National Capital Region (NCR). 

The Office came into being on March 1, 2003 when the major components of the Department 
came together. The establishment of an office solely dedicated to the NCR recognizes the 
importance of our region as a symbol of our nation and the seat of our government and the 
complexity of relationships, roles and responsibilities that exist within the NCR. 

Roles and Responsibilities 

The Office of National Capital Region Coordination has been given broad responsibilities in the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002. These responsibilities include: 

• Coordinating the activities of DHS relating to the NCR; 

• Assessing, and advocating for, the resources needed by State, local, and regional 
authorities in the NCR to implement efforts to secure the homeland; 
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• Providing State, local, and regional authorities in the NCR with timely infomiation, 
research, and technical support to assist efforts of State, local, and regional authorities 
in the NCR in securing the homeland; 

• Developing a process for receiving meaninghil input from State, local and regional 
authorities and the private sector in the NCR to assist in the development of the homeland 
security plans and activities of the Federal Government; 

. Coordinating with Federal agencies in the NCR on terrorism preparedness, to ensure 
adequate planning, information sharing, training, and execution of the Federal role in 
domestic preparedness activities; 

• Coordinating with Federal, State, local, and regional agencies, and the private sector in the 
NCR on terrorism preparedness to ensure adequate planning, information sharing, training, and 
execution of domestic preparedness activities among these agencies and entities; and 

• Serving as a liaison between the Federal Government and State, local and regional 
authorities, and private sector entities in the NCR to facilitate access to Federal grants 
and other programs. 

The complexity of relationships, jurisdictions, roles and responsibilities within the NCR is 
staggering. Eighteen separate local jurisdictions must work in concert with each other, their State 
counterparts, the Federal government ~ all three branches - and the private sector in order to achieve 
the type of cohesive planning in prevention, preparedness, response and recovery that is necessary to 
secure the NCR and save it hamiless from all incidents, natural or manmade. To fiinction, this office 
must coordinate and work with and through others to fulfill its responsibilities. 


In this spirit of cooperation, senior representatives of the District of Colimibia, State of 
Maryland, the Commonwealth of Virginia, and this office, participate on the NCR Senior Policy 
Group (SPG), continue to effect an unprecedented level of cooperation among the jurisdictions. 


I also note this office’s active coordination across the Department as well as across the Federal 
family. Working through the Joint Federal Committee - whose membership is drawn from law 
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enforcement, protective services, and emergency preparedness communities from the Federal 
Government’s executive, legislative, and judicial branches - the office seeks to create a regional 
focus among the federal government, increasing emeigency preparedness and response. Specific 
examples of the Joint Federal Committee efforts include issues such as Federal workforce 
emergency release processes, security related access control, and to solidify a regional street 
closure process during emergencies. 

Monitoring Grant Monies 

With respect to regional funding decisions, the role of the ONCRC is to better synchronize and 
facilitate integration of efforts and not to create duplicative and competing organizational 
structures. This office works collaboratively with the National Capital Region SPG, regional 
Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs), and the NCR Emergency Preparedness Council (EPC) to 
accomplish essential region-wide resource allocation and asset management coordination. These 
groups have worked to maintain organizational discipline - sustaining proven relationships 
between levels and agencies of government as well as successful processes for grant 
management. 

Critical to efficient grant management and effective resource allocation is a coordinated, region- 
wide plan for establishing first responder goals, needs, and priorities and assessing the benefits of 
all expenditures to enhance first responder capabilities. To prepare the foundation for a regional 
asset management strategy, this office in cooperation with the Office for Domestic Preparedness 
sponsored a regional risk, capabilities, and needs assessment which resulted in the first Urban 
Area Homeland Security Strategy for the region and the nation. On February 4, 2004 the region 
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formally adopted the National Capital Region Review and Recommendation Process to ensure 
coordination of asset management activities among all jurisdictions. 

The governance structure for the NCR was founded on the principles of full disclosure of 
information, joint decision-making, and equality of parties. This office’s unique role is not of 
federal control and direction, but coordination and cooperation. The ONCRC works 
collaboratively with the SPG, CAOs, and EPC to establish funding decisions and priorities. 

Gaps in Incident Preparedness 

The region in coordination with this office is presently invested in numerous efforts to enhance 
the preparedness, prevention, mitigation, response, and recovery capabilities within the NCR. 

The region has taken great strides to develop or enhance necessary plans and protocols, outfit 
emergency service providers with necessary personal protective equipment, create additional 
capacity to provide both basic and advance training for regional first responders, and engage the 
region in comprehensive exercises. For all the progress made to enhance the region’s homeland 
security capabilities, much work still exists. This office recognizes the need to develop more 
specific preparedness standards, clearer performance goals, and establish an improved method 
for tracking regional initiatives to facilitate efficient and effective asset management and 
resource allocation decisions in future efforts. 

Close 

In closing, the NCR presents a unique challenge for those who protect its citizens, property and 
institutions. The region has developed a solid foundation for meeting these challenges and will 
continue to work toward addressing region-wide preparedness needs. The ONCRC is committed 
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to ensuring that cooperative actions are taken to enhance coordinated asset management and 
resource allocation in the NCR. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jenkins, thank you for your work on this. 

Mr. Jenkins. I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to dis- 
cuss our report for this committee on “Federal First Responders 
Grants and Capacity Building in the National Capital Region.” Our 
report discusses issues within the NCR associated with managing 
first responder grants, assessing gaps in first responder capacities 
and preparedness and the evolving role of the Office for National 
Capital Region Coordination and the very difficult task of coordi- 
nating and assessing efforts to enhance first responder capacity 
across the NCR. 

When DHS was created in 2002, Congress created the NCR Co- 
ordination Office within the Department of Homeland Security to 
coordinate Federal programs for and relationships with Federal, 
State, local, regional and private sector agencies and entities in the 
region, to ensure adequate planning, information sharing, training 
and the execution of domestic preparedness activities among these 
agencies and entities. 

The office’s responsibilities include preparing an annual report to 
Congress that one, identifies required resources; two, assesses 
progress in implementing homeland security efforts in the region; 
and three, includes recommendations to Congress on any needed 
additional resources to fully implement homeland security efforts. 

In our work, we focused on 16 Federal grants that provided us 
$340 million to NCR jurisdictions for emergency response and plan- 
ning for fiscal years 2002 and 2003. Of this total, the NCR Coordi- 
nation Office targeted all of the $60.5 million 2003 urban area se- 
curity initiative funds for projects designed to benefit the region as 
a whole. Spending for the remaining $279.5 million for 15 grants 
was determined primarily by local jurisdictions to whom in some 
instances the grants were directly rewarded. The largest of these 
grants, the $230 million, 2002 Department of Defense Emergency 
Supplemental, was distributed before the NCR Coordination Office 
came into existence and it was targeted primarily for equipment. 

Effectively managing first responder grants funds requires iden- 
tifying threats and managing risks, aligning resources to address 
them and measuring progress in preparing for those threats and 
risks. The NCR Coordination Office and NCR jurisdictions face at 
least three interrelated challenges in managing Federal funds to 
maximize results, minimize efficiency and unintended and unneces- 
sary duplication of effort. They need preparedness standards for 
first responders in the region and benchmarks such as best prac- 
tices, a coordinated regionwide plan for establishing first responder 
performance goals, needs and priorities and assessing the benefits 
of expenditures and last, a readily available, reliable source of data 
on the Federal grant funds available to NCR first responders and 
the budget plans and criteria used to determine spending priorities 
and track expenditures compared to those priorities. 

Without the standards, a regionwide plan and needed data, it is 
extremely difficult to determine whether the NCR has the ability 
to respond to threats and emergencies with well planned, well co- 
ordinated and effective efforts that involve a variety of first re- 
sponder disciplines from NCR jurisdictions. 
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Regarding data collection, the recent report of the DHS Home- 
land Security Advisory Council has recommended that DHS, in co- 
ordination with State, local and tribal governments, develop an 
automated grant tracking system that would allow for real time 
tracking of the distribution and use of homeland security funds. We 
recognize that the NCR Coordination Office came into existence 
about 15 months ago and some startup time has been required to 
organize itself and establish processes and procedures for fulfilling 
its statutory responsibilities. 

To date, the NCR Coordination Office has focused on developing 
a regionwide plan for use of the urban area security grant moneys. 
We recognize that the office had limited opportunity to coordinate 
spending from the remaining 15 grants. However, the NCR Coordi- 
nation Office needs data on how moneys from these remaining 15 
grants were spent and with what effect to develop a baseline of 
current first responder capacities in the region that can be used to 
compare what is to what should be and coordinate and monitor ef- 
forts to transition to what should be. 

We have recommended that the NCR Coordination Office work 
with NCR jurisdictions to develop a coordinated strategic plan for 
building and maintaining first responder capacity and monitor 
progress in implementing that plan. In their comments on our re- 
port^, DHS noted that a government structure has now been estab- 
lished that should provide essential coordination in the region. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I would be pleased 
to answer any questions you or members of the committee may 
have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jenkins follows:] 



34 


GAO 


United States General Accounting Office 

Testimony 

Before the Committee on Government 
Reform, House of Representatives 


SSsslfSo. HOMELAND SECURITY 

Coordinated Planning and 
Standards Needed to Better 
Manage First Responder 
Grants in the National 
Capital Region 


statement of William O. Jenkins, Jr. 

Director, Homeland Security and Justice Issues 



GAO 

Accountability * Integrity * Reliability 


GAO-04-904T 




35 


i GAO 


Acccwi^my- miegrity BelMsHIfr 

HighUghts 


Highlights of GAO-04-904T, a testimony 
before the Chairman, Committee on 
Government Reform, House of 
Representatives 


HOMELAND SECURITY 

Coordinated Planning and Standards 
Needed to Better Manage First Responder 
Grants in the National Capital Region 


Why GAO Did This Study 
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jurisdictions for emergency 
preparedness; (2) wliat challenges 
exist within NCR to organizing and 
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remain in the emergency 
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Department of Homeland Security 
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capacities and preparedness in a way that maximizes their effectiveness in 
improving homeland security. 
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Mr. ChMiroan and Members of the Committee: 

I appreciate the opportunity to t^tify on the results of our work on the 
management of iirst responder grants in the National Capital Region 
(NCR). Our report is being released today, and my testimony highlights the 
major finding and recommendations of that report. ‘ 

Our report addressed the following questions; 

• What federal funds have been allocated to local jurisdictions in NCR for 
emergency preparedness, for what specific purposes, and from what 
sources? 

• What challenges exist within NCR to organizing and implementing 
efficient and effective re^onal preparedness programs? 

• What gaps, if any, remain in the emergency preparedness of NCR? 

• What has been the Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) role to date 
in enhancing the preparedness of NCR through such actions as 
coordinating the use of federal emergency preparedness grants, assessing 
preparedness, providing guidance, targeting funds to enhance 
preparedness, and monitoring the use of those funds? 

To respond to these questions, we met with and obtained documentation 
from officials of DHS including its Office for National Capital Region 
Coordination (ONCRC), die Senior Policy Group, the Metropolitan Council 
of Governments, state emergency management agencies, and first 
responder officials from NCR Jurisdictions. We identified 26 emergency 
preparedness programs that provided funding to NCR jurisdictions in 
fiscal years 2002 and 2003, and we selected 16 of them for detailed review. 
These 16 grants were selected to cover a range of programs, including the 
largest funding sources; grants provided for general purposes, such as 
equipment and training; and grants provided for specific purposes, such as 
fire prevention and bioterrorism. We coOected and analyzed grant data 
from federal, state, and local sources; and reviewed relevant reports, 
studies, and guidelines on homeland security and domestic preparedness. 


'See Homeland SecurUy: Management qf fHrst Responder Grants in the National Capital 
Region Reflects the Need far Coordinated Planning and Performance Goals, GAO-04433, 
(Washington, D.C.; May 28, 2004), 
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We conducted our review from June 2003 through February 2004 in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 


Sununaiy 


In fiscal years 2{KS and 2003, the DHS, the Department of Justice, and the 
Department of Health and Human Services awarded about $340 million 
through 16 grants to NCR jurisdictions. Of these funds, $60.5 rruilion were 
from the Urban Area Security Initiaiive grant, designated for region- wide 
needs, and the Office of National Capital Region Coordination has 
developed a regional plan for their use. The remaining funds, about $279.5 
million, were available to local Jurisdictions for a wide variety of needs, 
such as equipment and training, and local jurisdictions determined how 
these funds were to be spent. Local jurisdictions \ised or planned to use 
morues from those grants to buy equipment and to implement training and 
exercises for the area’s first responders, as well as improve planning for 
responding to a terrorist event But, spending for these purposes was not 
generally based on a coordinated plan for enhancing regional first 
responder capacities and preparedness. 

ONCRC and the NCR face at least three interrelated challenges in 
managing federal funds in a way that maximizes the increase in first 
responder capacities and preparedness while also minimizing inefficiency 
and unnecessary duplication of expenditures. These challenges are (1) a 
lack of preparedness standards; (2) a coordinated region-wide plan for 
establishing first responder performance goals, needs, and priorities and 
assessing the benefits of expenditures in enhancing first responder 
capabilities; and (3) the lack of a readily available, reliable source of data 
on the federal grant funds available to first responders in NCR, budget 
plans and criteria used to determine spending priorities, and actual 
expenditures. Without the standards, a region-vride plan, and needed data 
on spending, it is extremely difficult to determine whether NCR first 
responders have the ability to respond to threats and emergencies with 
well-planned, well-coordinated, and effective efforts that involve a variety 
of first responder disciplines from NCR jurisdictions. 

During our review, we could identify no reliable data on preparedness 
gaps in the NCR, which of those gaps were most important, and the status 
of efforts to close those gaps. The baseline data needed to assess those 
gaps had not been fully developed or made available on a NCR-wide basis. 

To date, DHS and ONCRC appear to have had a limited role in assessing 
and analyzing first responder needs in NCR and developing a coordinated 
effort to address those needs through the use of federal grant funds. 
ONCRC has focused principally on developing a plan for using the Urban 
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Area Security Initiative funds. In its comments on a draft of our report, 
DHS said that a gowmance structure approved in February 2004, should 
accomplish essential region-wide coordination. 


Background 


Since September 11, 2001, the federal government, state and local 
governments, and a range of independent research organizations have 
agreed on the need for a coordinated intergovernmental approach to 
allocating the nation’s resources to address the threat of terrorism and 
improve our security. The need for a coordinated approach was most 
recently stated in the report of the Homeland Security Advisory Council,^ 
released earlier this month; 

Arguably, whOe each at^isk locality must be provided adequate resources to effectively 
fight this war. no single jurisdiction or response discipline can fight it alone. Effective 
homeland security efforts require continuous regional collaboration ai\d coordination. 

Such an approach includes developing national guidelines and standards 
and monitoring and assessing preparedness against those standards to 
effectively manage risk. 

The National Strategy for Homeland Security, released in 2002 following 
the proposal for DHS, emphasized a shared national responsibility for 
security involving close cooperation among all levels of government and 
acknowledged the complexity of developing a coordinated approach 
within our federal system of government and among a broad range of 
organizations and institutions involved in homeland security. The national 
strategy highlighted the challenge of developing complementary systems 
that avoid unintended duplication and increase collaboration and 
coordination so that public and private resources are better aligned for 
homeland security. The national strategy established a framework for this 
approach by identifying critical mission areas with intergovernmental 
initiatives in each area. For example, the strategy identified such initiatives 
as modifying federal grant requirements and consolidating funding sources 
to state and local governments. TTie strategy further recognized the 
importance of assessing the capability of state and local governments, 
developing plans, <und establishing standards and performance measures 
to achieve national preparedness goals. In addition, many aspects of DHS’ 


HJ.S. Department of Homeland Security, Tlie Homeland Security Advisory Council, A 
Report from the Task Force on State and Local Homeland Security Funding (Washington, 
D.C.; June 2004), p. 12. 
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succe^ depend on its maintaining and enhancing working relationships 
within the intergovernmental system as the department relies on state and 
local governments to accomplish its mission. 


ONCRC 

Responsibilities 
Include Assessing 
Capabilities and 
Advocating for 
Needed Resources 


The creation of DHS was an initial step toward reorganizing the federal 
government to respond to some of the intergovernmental challenges 
identified in the National Strategy for Homeland Security. The Homeland 
Security Act established ONCRC within DHS to oversee and coordinate 
federal programs for, and relationships with, federal, state, local, and 
regional authorities in the NCR.® Specifically, ONCRC was mandated to 

coordinate the activities of DHS relating to NCR, including cooperating 
with the DHS’ Office for State and Local Government Coordination; 

coordinate with federal agencies in the NCR on terrorism preparedness to 
ensure adequate planning, information sharing, training, and execution of 
the federal role in domestic preparedness activities; 

coordinate with federal, state, and regional agencies and the private sector 
in NCR on terrorism preparedness to ensure adequate planning, 
information sharing, training, and execution of domestic preparedness 
activities among these agencies and entities; 

serve as a liaison between the federal government and state, local, and 
regional authorities, and private sector entities in NCR to facilitate access 
to federal grants and other programs.^ 

With regard to resource assessments and needs, the NCR’s responsibilities 
also include 

assessing and advocating for resources needed by state, local, and regional 
authorities in the NCR to implement efforts to secure the homeland and 


®P.L. 107-296 §882. 

The Office of National Capital Region Coordination wa-s also mandated to provide state, 
local, and regional authorities in NCR with regular information, research, and technical 
support to assist the efforts of state, loc^, and regional authorities in NCR in securing the 
homeland; and develop a process for receiving meaningful input from state, local, and 
regional authorities and the private sector in NCR to assist in the development of the 
federal government’s homel^d security plans and activities. 
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submitting an annual report to Congress th^ (1) identifies resources 
required to fully implement homeland security efforts, (2) assesses 
progress in implementing homeland security efforts in the NCR, and (3) 
includes recommendaticms to Congress regarding additional resources 
needed to fully implement homeland security efforts in the NCR. 


Grants Available to 
NCR Jurisdictions and 
Their Use 


In fiscal years 2002 and 2003, 16 separate federal grant programs conveyed 
about $340 million to state and local emergency management, law 
enforcement, fire, public health, and other emergency response agencies 
in NCR. Two funding sources — the fiscal year 2002 Department of Defense 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriation (almost $230 million) and the 
fiscal year 2003 Urban Area Security Initiative ($60.5 million) accounted 
for about 85 percent of those funds. The Urban Area Security Initiative 
funds were designated for regional use, and a plan has been developed for 
using the funds to benefit the region as a whole. These funds have been 
targeted for equipment ($26.5 million), planning ($12.4 million), exercises 
($4 million), and administrative costs ($1.8 million), among other things. 


The other grant programs were not specifically designated for regional 
purposes, and spending for these funds was determined by individual local 
jurisdictions. These funds were available for such purposes as purchasing 
additional equipment and supplies for first responders; planning, 
coordinating, and evaluating exercises; training first responders; funding 
the emergency preparedness planning efforts and administration; and 
providing technical assistance. NCR Jurisdictions reported using or 
planning to use these funds to purchase a range of equipment — for 
example, vehicles and communications equipment — supplies, training, and 
technical assistance services. 


Challenges to Using 
Coordinated, 
Effective Use of 
Federal Grants in 
NCR 


In our report, we discuss issues associated with managing federal first 
responder grants in NCR, assessing gaps in first responder capacities and 
preparedness in the region, and the role of the Office for National Capital 
Region Coordination in coordinating and assessing efforts to enhance first 
responder capacity across NCR. Effectively managing first responder 
federal grants funds requires the ability to measure progress and provide 
accountability for the use of public funds. A strategic approach to 
homeland security includes identifying threats and managing risks, 
aligning resources to address them, and assessing progress in preparing 
for thc»e threats and risks. As witii other major policy areas, 
demonstrating the results of homeland security efforts includes developing 
and implementing strategies, establishing baselines, developing and 
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implementing performance goals and data quality standards, collecting 
reliable data, analyzing the data, assessing the results, and taking action 
based on the results. Tlie purpose of these efforts with regard to firet 
responder @:ant funds to be able to answer three basic, but difficult, 
questions: 

For what types of threats and emergencies should fiist responders be 
prepared? 

What is required — ^for example, coordination, equipment, training — to be 
prepared for these threats and emergencies? 

How do first responders know that they have met their preparedness 
goals? 

NCR is an example of the difficulties of answering the second and third 
questions in particular. 


Lack of Standards, Plans, 
and Data Limit Effective 
Grant Management to 
Guide First Responder 
Spending in NCR 


The region faces significant chaDenges in managing homeland security 
dollars. ONCRC and NCR jurisdictions face three interrelated challenges 
that limit their ability to Jointly manage federal funds in a way that 
demonstrates increased first responder capacities and preparedness while 
rrunimizing inefficiency and unnecessary duplication of expenditures. 

First, a lack of preparedness standards for both equipment and 
performance means that it is difficxdt to assess first responder capabilities, 
identify gaps in those capabilities, and measure progress in closing those 
gaps. As in other areas of the nation generally, NCR does not have a set of 
accepted benchmarks (best practices) and performance goals that could 
be used to identify desired goals and determine whether first responders 
have the ability to respond to threats and emergencies with well-planned, 
well-coordinated, and effective efforts that involve police, fire, emergency 
medical, public health, and other personnel from multiple jurisdictions. 


Second, a strategic plan for the use of homeland security funds — whether 
in NCR or elsewhere — should be based on established goals, priorities, 
and measures, and align spending plans with those priorities and goals. At 
the time of our review, ONCRC had developed a regional spending plan for 
the Urban Area Security Initiative grants, but this plan was not part of a 
broader coordinated plan for spending federal grant funds and developing 
first responder capacity and preparedness in NCR. The lack of 
benchmarks and performance goals may contribute to difficulties in 
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developing a coordinated region-wide plan for determining how to spend 
federal funds and assessing the benefits of that spending. 

Third, there is no cstabli^ed process or means for regularly and reliably 
collecting data on (1) the amounts of first responder grants available to 
each jurisdiction and (2) the budget plans and criteria used for 
determining ending allocations and budget priorities. Reliable data are 
needed to establish accountability, analyze gaps, and assess progress 
toward meeting established perfomtance goals. Without such data, it is 
difficult to verify the results of preparedness assessments and to establish 
a baseline that could be used to develop plans to address outstanding 
needs. It should be noted that the fragmented nature of the multiple 
federal grants available to first responders — some awarded to states, some 
to localities, some directly to loc^ first responder agencies — ^may make it 
more difficult to collect and maintain region- wide data on grant funds 
received and the use of those funds in NCR. 


Guidance, Reliable 
Data Needed to 
Assess Remaining 
Gaps in First 
Responder 
Capabilities 


Without national standards, guidance on likely threats and scenerios for 
which to be prepared, coordinated plans, and reliable data, it is difficult 
for us or ONCRC to determine what gaps, if any, remain in the emergency 
response capacities and preparedness within NCR. 

Determining the existence of gaps in NCR’s emergency preparedness is 
difficult currently because Utere is little baseline data on the region’s 
preparedness, and DHS’s Office for National Capital Region Coordination 
does not have information on how NCR localities used federal grant 
dollars to enhance their capacities or preparedness. Even if those data 
were available, a lack of standards against which to evaluate the data 
would also have made it difficult to assess any gaps. The Office for 
Domestic Preparedness collected information on regional security risks 
and needs for NCR jurisdictions, and ONCRC based funding decisions for 
the Urban Area Security Initiative on the results. However, as already 
noted, it is not clear how the Urban Area Security Initiative spending plan 
links to the actual and planned uses for the other funding sources that 
comprised about $279.5 million of the $340 million in federal homeland 
security grants to the NCR during fiscal years 2002 and 2003. 

Each jurisdiction provided us with information on their perceived gaps 
and specific needs for improving emergency preparedness. However, there 
is no consistent method for identifying these gaps among jurisdictions 
within NCR. Seversd jurisdictions told us that they identify remaining gaps 
based on requests from emergency responder agencies. Other jurisdictions 
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said they have est^lished emei^ency management councils or task forces 
to review their preparedness needs and are developing a more strategic 
plan for funding diose needs. Officials of most NCR jurisdictions 
commonly identified the need for more comprehensive and redundant 
communications systems and upgraded emergency operations centers. 


DHS and ONCRC 
Appear to Have Had 
Limited Role in 
Promoting Regional 
Coordination in NCR 


We recognize that NCR is a complex multuurisdictional area comprising 
the District of Columbia and surrounding county and city jurisdictions in 
Maryland and Virginia. The region is the home to the federal government, 
mMiy national landmarks, and military instaiiations. Coordination within 
this region presents the dmllenge of working with numerous jurisdictions 
that vary in size, political organization, and experience with managing 
large emergencies. 

According to emergency management officials we contacted, DHS’ Office 
for National Capital Region Coordination could play a potentially 
important role in assisting them to implement a coordinated, well-planned 
effort in using federal resources to improve the region’s preparedness. In 
our view, meeting ONCRC’s statutory mandate would fulfill such a key 
responsibility. 


We recognize that the Office for National Capital Region Coordination was 
created about 15 months ago, and that some start-up time has been 
required. To date, however, it appears that ONCRC’s efforts have not 
focused on assessing what has been accomplished with funds available 
within NCR to date and identifying what needs remain and for what 
purposes. ONCRC has concentrated its efforts on developing a 
coordinated assessment and plan for the use of Urban Area Security 
Initiative funds. Although we believe that those steps are important for 
rationalizing and prioritizing the expenditure of homeland security dollars 
designated for region-wide use, ONCRC’s efforts generally do not address 
expenditures from the m^ority of the homeland security grant dollars 
received in NCR. In addition, it is difficult for the ONCRC to meet its 
statutory responsibilities without an NCR emergency preparedness 
baseline, a region-wide plan for prioritizing expenditures and assessing 
their benefits, and reliable data on funds that are available and those have 
been spent 

According to DHS, a governance structure was approved in February 2004 
that will provide the essential region-wide coordination that is necessary. 


Pages 


GAO-04-904T 



44 


Our report contains several recommendations. To help ensure that 
emei^ency preparedn^s grants and associated funds are managed in a 
way that maximizes ttieir effectiveness, we recommend that the Secretary 
of the Department of Homeland Security take the following three actions 
to fulfill DHS’s statutory responsibilities in NCR: 

Work with NCR jurisdictions to develop a coordinated strategic plan to 
establish goals and priorities for enhancing first responder capacities that 
can be used to guide the use of federal emergency preparedness funds. 

Monitor the plan’s implementation to ensure that funds are used in a way 
that promotes effective expenditures that are not unnecessarily 
duplicative. 

Identify and address gaps in emergency preparedness and evaluate the 
effectiveness of expenditures in meeting those needs by adapting 
standards and preparedness guidelines based on likely scenarios for NCR 
and conducting assessments based on them. 

In their comments on a draft of our report, DHS and the Senior Policy 
Group generally agreed with our recommendations, but also said that NCR 
jurisdictions had worked cooperatively together to identify opportunities 
for synergies and lay a foundation for meeting the challenges noted in the 
report. The Senior Policy Group noted the challenge and critical 
importance of integrating private sector initiatives as part of the broader 
effort. DHS and the Senior Policy Group also agreed that there is a need to 
continue to improve preparedness by developing more specific and 
improved preparedness standards, clearer performance goals, and an 
improved method for tracking regional initiatives. They believe the 
governance process now in place will accomplish essential regional 
coordination. 


Our 

Recommendations 


Concluding 

Comments 


Coordinated planning for the use of federal grant funds and monitoring the 
results achieved with those funds are fundamental for assessing and 
building the needed first responder capacity of the region to prepare for, 
mitigate, respond to, and recover from major emergency events in the 
region — whether the result of nature, accident, or terrorist act. The urgent 
nature of the security risk to ffie National Capital Region requires a 
coordinated, well-planned approach to the expenditure of federal first 
responder grants. To maximize the positive impact of such federal dollars, 
duplication needs to be minimized, available resources used to the 
maximum extent possible, and a strategic, region-wide plan based on an 
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assessment of preparedness gaps developed to guide those expenditures. 
Assessments of the current status of emergency preparedness and of any 
existing preparedness g^s require the existence and application of 
various types of standards. DBS’s Office for National Capital Region 
Coordination has a significant, statutorily mandated role in meeting those 
requirements. It has made a good first step in developing a region-wide 
plan for the use of the Urban Area Initiative Grants. However, information 
and analysis of planned and actual expenditures by local NCR jurisdictions 
is also needed to develop a region-wide plan for the use of federal grants. 


Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. I would be pleased to answer 
any questions you or other membeis of the Committee may have. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Foresman, thank you for being with us. 

Mr. Foresman. Thank you and thank you to the committee for 
having us. 

I appreciate the opportunity to testify today to talk about the im- 
portant issues surrounding preparedness in the National Capital 
Region. 

Let me begin by acknowledging that the region is indeed better 
prepared today than it was on September 11, 2001. I point to the 
exceptional levels of cooperation among all levels of government 
with the private sector and communications with our citizens dur- 
ing the past 30 days with the dedication of the World War II Me- 
morial as well as the State funeral for former President Reagan. 

I also want to personally thank the staff from the U.S. General 
Accounting Office who just recently completed their review. They 
were diligent in their efforts to obtain a level of understanding of 
funding practices in a region that all of us agree is very complex 
in part because of the large presence of critical national govern- 
ment functions. Their task was made more challenging by the rap- 
idly evolving nature of homeland security as well as related fund- 
ing activities. 

There are those who say that developing our homeland security 
capabilities locally at the State level and nationally is like trying 
to build a plane that is taking off. I expect for the GAO the same 
is true in terms of their ability to evaluate practices, processes and 
goals when the one constant is change. 

Since the tragic attacks of September 11, 2001, the NCR has 
been allocated nearly $400 million in Federal funding. The funding 
has come in a variety of ways, direct earmarks through Federal 
grant programs and collaterally where we were the direct bene- 
ficiaries of Federal agency preparedness initiatives. 

The benefit has come in the context of the whole. The sum capa- 
bilities of the local. District, State and private sector readiness has 
improved across the entirety of the NCR. Having talked about 
those benefits, it does not imply that every fire or law enforcement, 
emergency management, public health or a host of other local. 
State, District and private sector activities with critical responsibil- 
ities has been a direct beneficiary. 

The simple fact is that there will never be sufficient financial re- 
sources to address the full range of potential needs of each commu- 
nity, discipline or organization. Consequently, much of our effort 
and the collaborative effort between local government. State gov- 
ernment, regional partners and the private sector during the past 
2 V 2 years has been dedicated to addressing the higher priority 
needs and establishing prevention and preparedness focus that is 
right size against a full range of other legitimate competing prior- 
ities. 

It represents a very disciplined approach on the part of the Na- 
tional Capital Region. This focus has required that we collectively 
undertake three key activities in the context of the National Cap- 
ital Region. The goal from the beginning of local. State and Federal 
personnel has been to better coordinate and facilitate the inte^a- 
tion of effort and not to create duplicative and competing organiza- 
tional structures. The Office of National Capital Region Coordina- 
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tion was in fact established by the Congress in 2002 but the De- 
partment of Homeland Security and the Office of National Capital 
Region Coordination were not effectively stood up until early 2003. 
I would offer that local, State and Federal officials in the interven- 
ing time from September 11 and prior to that were effectively 
working together on a host of issues. We should not imply that 
there was no coordination prior to September 11 and it has dra- 
matically increased in the intervening timeframe, especially even 
in advance of the creation of the Office of National Capital Region 
Coordination. 

While we have been working during the past 21/2 years with the 
stakeholder groups to gain a better understanding of efforts under- 
way to identify needs to manage risk and to craft a solid approach 
of governance that improves our ability to manage the effort over 
the longer term, we have been doing this while concurrently mov- 
ing forward on a host of critical preparedness and prevention ini- 
tiatives identified by the Congress, State government, local govern- 
ment, the private sector and our citizens immediately after Sep- 
tember 11. In short, we have been working hard to address many 
critical issues while at the same time putting in place the solid 
planning requirements needed to ensure sustainable, practical ex- 
penditure of funds over the longer term. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we remain steadfast 
in the commitment to find the right balance between speed and 
diligence in terms of moving forward with our efforts in the Na- 
tional Capital Region. We are very quickly putting into place the 
synchronized efforts that must survey beyond short term accom- 
plishment. We are in various stages of addressing many of the 
readily identifiable issues, improve preparedness across the entire 
NCR. Public and private sector will require more than addressing 
these readily identifiable issues. It is a longer term effort. It does 
require the sustained planning activities currently ongoing and 
have produced a number of notable accomplishments including the 
fact that the Senior Policy Group and our chief administrative offi- 
cials are meeting literally monthly to discuss these issues in the 
National Capital Region. 

The one thing I would offer, Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Jenkins made 
reference to the task force report that was produced for the Home- 
land Security Advisory Council. There are a number of solid rec- 
ommendations in that report that mirror some of the issues we 
have in the National Capital Region. The one thing I would offer 
is I don’t think anyone recognized on the front end what a monu- 
mental task this was going to be. Having said that, the one thing 
I do encourage this committee to do and you all as Members to do 
is to give careful consideration to suspension of the Cash Manage- 
ment Act guidelines for the 2005 grant cycle. That will allow us to 
get badly needed cash into local communities so that they can expe- 
dite many of the preparedness functions that are caught in the co- 
nundrum between the unavailability of cash and the need to go 
through procurement processes. 
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Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, thank you all for the 
opportunity to appear today. Thank you for what you all are doing 
for the National Capital Region, the oversight and attention helps 
all of us do better. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Foresman follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman and Mr. Ranking Member thank you for the opportunity to testify 
today to discuss the important issue of preparedness in the National Capital Region 
(NCR). 

Let me begin by acknowledging that the region is better prepared today. I point to 
the exceptional levels of cooperation among all levels of government during the past 
thirty days with the dedication of the World War D Memorial and the State Funeral for 
former President Reagan. In one case we knew the date certain well in advance. In the 
other it was expected but there was no date certain. In both cases, plans were executed in 
a manner that allowed activities to proceed safely and as anticipated. The ability for 
plans to be transformed into successful action is a strong performance measure of 
whether we are making progress. While the execution was not flawless, it is clear that 
our collective communication and coordination is stronger and better. It is in that vein of 
measurable results that I would offer the region is indeed better prepared today. 

I should also note that Governor Warner, Governor Erhlich and Mayor Williams 
are meeting tomorrow in Richmond as part of their regular on-going regional discussions. 
One of the standing topical areas for these meetings is the status of National Capital 
Region preparedness initiatives. The fact that this is a regular discussion topic among 
those three, combined with regular local and Congressional attention, points to the fact 
that our regional efforts are closely monitored by key leaders. This is good for the NCR. 

I also want to personally thank the staff from the U.S. General Accounting Office 
(GAO) who just recently completed their review of grants management issues in the 
NCR. They were diligent in their efforts to obtain a level of understanding of funding 
practices in a region that is very complex, in part, because of the large presence of critical 
national government functions. Their task was made more challenging by the rapidly 
evolving nature of homeland security as well as related funding activities. There are 
those who say that developing our homeland security capabilities locally, at the state 
level and nationally is like trying to build a plane that is taking off. I expect for the GAO 
the same is true in terms of their ability to evaluate practices, processes and goals when 
the one constant is change. 
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Mr. Chairman I know the Committee is anxious to discuss the NCR. But it is also 
important that I provide some perspective about the entire Commonwealth because our 
activities mirror the focus in the NCR. Since the tragic attacks of September 11, 2001, 
the Commonwealth has been allocated more than 300 million dollars in federal funding. 
The funding has come in a variety of ways, direct earmarks, through federal grant 
programs and collaterally where we were the direct beneficiaries of federal agency 
preparedness initiatives. Every city and county in the Commonwealth has benefited. 

State government and the private sector have benefited. Every Virginia citizen and those 
who visited the Commonwealth have benefited. The benefit has come in the context of 
the whole. The sum capabilities of local, state and private sector readiness has improved. 
Mr. Chairman, without objection I would like to offer our latest spreadsheet of some of 
the major federal prevention and preparedness local funding allocations for Virginia for 
the record. I will caveat that the amounts change daily so I cannot guarantee its total 
accuracy. 

Having talked about benefits it does not imply that every fire, law enforcement, 
emergency management, public health or the host of other local, state and private sector 
activities with critical responsibilities has been a direct beneficiary. The simple fact is 
that there will likely never be sufficient financial resources - federal, state, local or 
private - to address the full range of potential needs of each community, discipline or 
organization. Consequently, much of our effort during the past 2 Vz years has been 
dedicated to addressing the higher priority needs and establishing a preparedness focus 
that is “right sized” against the full range of other legitimate competing priorities ranging 
from gang violence, to health care to transportation. All that needs to be done cannot be 
accomplished overnight. We are focused on pro-actively managing the homeland 
security effort rather than reacting to it. 

This is important. It mirrors the approach in Maryland and the District of 
Columbia and in other states and communities across America as well as our federal 
government. It represents a disciplined approach. This focus has required that we 
collectively' undertake three key activities. 

First we have spent a great deal of time simply “getting a handle” on the wide 
range of on-going prevention and preparedness initiatives and efforts, many that pre- 
dated 9/11, with the goal of leveraging, wherever possible, on-going or completed work. 
This ranges from DoD sponsored assessments of critical infrastracture in Tidewater and 
Northern Virginia begun prior to 2001 to assessing advancements in our Northern 
Virginia communities provided through federal funding following the September 1 1'*' 
attacks. It also includes the wide-ranging effort being placed on strengthening public 
health, hospital and private health care capabilities. Simply put it would be unwise to use 
limited financial resources to undertake efforts that may have already been completed or 
to duplicate other on-going activities. Also, it was and is critically important that we 
synchronize all efforts towards common goal. 

Secondly we continue to focus on identifying the wide range of needs. Let me be 
clear, needs differ from wants. The understanding of the terrorism threat continues to 
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evolve. Through education the ability of local and state officials and our private sector 
partners to manage risk has dramatically improved. Homeland Security is not simply 
about terrorism. It represents our ability to prevent, respond to and recover from 
emergencies and disasters, including terrorism. Consequently as we manage the full 
range of risks facing Virginia we do so focused on identifying the level of risk we must 
reasonably accept. This management process allows us to prioritize those processes, 
systems and capabilities - human and equipment - that are needed to mitigate that risk 
we cannot accept. This drives us to identifying our needs. 

Finally we are placing a premium on creating a sustainable approach to 
governance that is adaptable to future changes in risk and reinforces proven existing 
structures. Governor Warner said it very simply. Don’t create a new bureaucracy. We 
work with and through others - existing structures and processes - to create and 
enterprise approach to prevention and preparedness. It requires us to reduce stovepipes 
and turf with the goal of creating an enterprise wide approach - vertically between the 
three levels of government and horizontally among all agencies of government and with 
the private sector and citizens. This is a culture change process and its success is 
dependent on how we “govern" this change. 

As noted efforts in Virginia reflect the approach for governance across the NCR. 
The approach is to work with and through others. The most valuable lesson learned after 
9/1 1 was in identifying where ultimate coordination needed to occur to achieve unity of 
effort. In the case of Virginia, Maryland and the District of Columbia the two 
Governor's and Mayor indicated it would be the Senior Policy Group. At the local level 
it became the appropriate role of the Chief Administrative Officials (CAO’s). The 
creation of the Office of National Capital Region Coordination addressed the federal 
executive branch coordination needs with state and local efforts. Organizations including 
the Washington Metropolitan Council of Governments, the National Capital Region 
Emergency Preparedness Council, the Washington Board of Trade, WMATA, Northern 
Virginia Regional Commission and a host of others have “rounded out” the stakeholders 
needed to turn concepts into completions. 

The forerunner of the NCR Senior Policy Group was created in the spring of 
2002, in advance of Administration or Congressional action to create the Department of 
Homeland Security/ONCRC. The two Governors and Mayor recognized the 
coordination challenge and the critical roles of the two states and the District towards 
enhancing cooperation and coordination. Encouraged by both expanding White House 
commitment to address federal executive branch coordination issues and concurrent NCR 
Congressional delegation efforts to bring a more orderly approach to the plethora of 
federal funding requests across the region, the Governors and Mayor initiated the 
executive level coordination group. This group later became known as the Senior Policy 
Group. 


The goal from the beginning has been to better coordinate and facilitate the 
integration of effort and not to create duplicative and competing organizational structures. 
During the past 2 ‘/2 years we have been working across the stakeholder groups in the 
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NCR to gain a better understanding of efforts already underway, identifying needs to 
manage risk and crafting a solid approach that improves our ability to manage the effort 
over the longer term. I will be the first to admit we have not been error free along the 
way. Because the true regional approach in the context of preparedness represents a 
departure from the norm we had to create new structures for governance in the context of 
making as well as executing spending and program decisions. I would offer that much 
credit goes to our local partners who have invested time and energy to “walking the 
walk” in terms of regional cooperation. Along the way we have all adjusted our 
approaches to solve problems. 

We remain steadfast in the commitment to find the right balance between speed 
and diligence. The foundation we are putting in-place to synchronize efforts must 
survive beyond short-term accomplishments. We are in various stages of addressing 
many of the readily identifiable issues. Improved preparedness across the entire NCR - 
public and private sector — will require more than addressing these readily identifiable 
issues. It is a longer-term effort. As the national approach to homeland security matures 
so will the NCR’s. Consequently, the combination of this maturity process and the 
increasing complexity of issues yet to be addressed requires that our stmctures to 
prioritize, manage and synchronize efforts are well developed. 

This is not bureaucracy. It is simply good management. Leaders and citizens 
expect and deserve evidence that we are applying limited resources in a manner that does 
the most good. No doubt at some point in the not to distant future GAO, Congress or the 
media will be asking for the qualitative measures of progress. The governance stmcture 
is designed to make this happen. 

You have asked what are the challenges. There are many but I would respectfully 
call the Committee’s attention to the recent report of the Homeland Security Funding 
Task Force established by Secretary Ridge to look at systemic issues associated with the 
funding processes. Governor Warner worked with other state as well as local elected 
officials on the Task Force in a bi-partisan effort to assess concerns about whether 
funding was reaching intended recipients effectively. Mr. Chairman, without objection I 
would like to offer that recently released report for the record. 

Simply put the real and perceived concerns expressed by many during the past 
year and reflected in the Task Force report replicate the governance challenges that we 
continue to face in the NCR. These include; 1) the necessity for forward thinking 
planning about future efforts concurrent with immediately addressing the higher priority 
prevention and preparedness issues with current grant awards, 2) using grants 
management cash management guidelines designed for ordinary program delivery to 
address needs during what is arguably a current and high threat environment 3) a clear 
need for better management of expectations across the full spectrum - local, state, federal 
and private sector officials as well as our citizens and 4) processes for measuring 
performance that is not simply based on the speed of moving funding. 
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Underscoring the findings were two major attributes that guided the work of the 
task force. First the goal was not to assign blame because frankly these were “enterprise 
wide problems that demanded an enterprise wise set of solutions”. Secondly, that major 
adjustments in the funding processes at the time they were beginning to mature and when 
local, state and tribal officials were gaining expertise in their administration would be 
counter-productive. I would call your attention to the primary recommendation that 
Congress consider suspension of application of the Cash Management Act for FY 2005 
for certain grant programs in an effort to further infuse energy into local, state and 
prevention and preparedness initiatives. This will help all of us, including the NCR. 

As I noted earlier these and the other activities that are being discussed today 
are being done concurrent with initiation of work on the more readily identifiable and 
higher priority readiness activities. Much progress has been made. While I appreciate 
the work of the GAO in evaluating these efforts I believe their focus, and appropriately 
so, was limited to a small part of the grant process. It did not look at the broader 
operational, program and policy coordination issues that have permeated across the entire 
region. For instance, in preparing for today’s testimony the SPG consulted so that we 
provided the Committee the broadest possible overview of initiatives without too much 
duplication or repetition. 

Let me briefly comment about the Office of National Capital Region 
Coordination (ONCRC). I personally was not in favor of the office when initially 
proposed. That was a mistake on my part and I was wrong. Mr. Lockwood and his 
predecessor Mr. Byrne along with Mr. Wall who was the Acting Director have made 
phenomenal contributions to the NCR. While we continue to work with our local. 
District, Maryland and private sector partners to synchronize our efforts, the ONCRC has 
been effective at serving a similar critically needed coordination function within DHS 
and across the federal government. There is real synergy between everyone and the 
ONCRC continues to be a very effective partner in the overall efforts. This is truly a 
group effort. 

The ONCRC, Senior Policy Group and the local Chief Administrative Officials 
have worked to maintain organizational discipline - building on proven relationships 
between levels and agencies of government and the private sector as well as successful 
processes for grant management and performance measurement. It has not been easy or 
error free. Creating a regional process in an environment where stakeholders typically 
measure performance by accomplishments of individual communities has required 
adjustments. This includes getting beyond the idea of measuring an individual 
jurisdictions success by how many dollars it has received. I think many of the challenges 
we continue to overcome reflect the fact that we are exploring new ground individually as 
a region and collectively as a nation. 

Finally, the GAO report does not provide the full picture of the challenge - the 
critical importance of integrating private sector initiatives as part of the larger effort. 
There are significant policy issues that are being considered within the context of the 
private sector’s role within the NCR. There are a number of issues to be resolved about 
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the commitment of public funds to address priority needs in the private sector. I am 
comfortable noting that much progress has been made on all fronts since 9/11. While 
much attention has been focused on public sector activities it has not been to the total 
exclusion of our private sector partners. Clearly it has not been at a level that all of us 
would have liked. Reality dictated that we prioritize and focus efforts. We have, 
however, reached a point in the maturity of our governance and program processes that 
we can place additional emphasis on better integration of private sector prevention and 
preparedness efforts during the coming year. 

The acknowledgement by GAO of progress made thus far in increasing the 
preparedness of the National Capital Region is appreciated and we agree that we must 
continue to work towards improved prevention and preparedness through the 
development of standards, clear performance goals and the establishment of an improved 
method for tracking regional initiatives. Work must be done to ensure that the efforts of 
the ONCRC, SPG and the localities, which have given us a solid framework, are not lost 
in a mix of misunderstandings. We are looking forward working together to move 
forward and build upon our improved prevention preparedness efforts in the NCR. We 
appreciate the Committee on Government Reform and the GAO’s continuing 
commitment to helping us improve the collective readiness of Virginia and the NCR. 

I will be happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Childs-Pair. 

Ms. Childs-Pair. Good morning. 

Thank you for this opportunity to testify before you today. 

On behalf of Mayor Anthony Williams, I am here today to pro- 
vide information to the committee on emergency preparedness in 
the National Capital Region. 

At this time, I would like to introduce Mr. Robert Bobb, city ad- 
ministrator for the District of Columbia and the interim Deputy 
Mayor for public safety and justice. The responsibilities of the Dep- 
uty Mayor for Public Safety and Justice include supporting Mayor 
Williams in the continued guidance and development of homeland 
security strategy for the District of Columbia; working in partner- 
ship with senior Federal, State and local officials within the Na- 
tional Capital Region to guide regional planning and implement re- 
gional policy, oversight of spending related to special appropria- 
tions and Federal grants, supporting homeland security and the di- 
rection of emergency preparedness activities for the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

In order to provide more effective and cohesive oversight, the 
Federal Department of Homeland Security now requires that 
homeland security grants being awarded to States be tunneled 
through a single State administrative agent. The Mayor of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia has appointed the Deputy Mayor as the homeland 
security point of contact through which all grant moneys must be 
administered. Over the past 3 years, the Deputy Mayor’s office has 
developed an innovative administrative structure and grant man- 
agement process that strengthens and supports security prepared- 
ness in the Nation’s Capital. 

The following strategic priorities guided the Deputy Mayor’s ad- 
ministration of the grant funds that came to the city, approved the 
District and region administration of grant funding for disaster re- 
sponse and recovery ability by developing and maintaining an un- 
derstanding of integrated operational capability, developed in co- 
ordination with our Federal partners, volunteer organizations, uni- 
versities and the private sector, assist all levels of the District and 
regional government first responders, volunteer groups, univer- 
sities and the public in meeting the responsibility of public emer- 
gency and challenges through program management and coordina- 
tion activities. 

This will allow for a methodology for strategic planning and a 
justification for resource allotment, provide critical information to 
Congress, the public, the media and the emergency management 
community by maintaining strict spending and activity records and 
by building partnerships with and among Federal and regional en- 
tities, District agencies, other responder organizations and the pri- 
vate sector. 

Shortly after September 11, Congress appropriated funds for 
emergency preparedness and homeland security, including 
$155,900,000 to various agencies of the District of Columbia for fis- 
cal years 2002 and 2003. A special appropriations also was delin- 
eated among 12 Federal payment categories across 13 agencies, in- 
cluding the District’s Emergency Management Agency, Fire and 
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Emergency Medical Service Department and the Metropolitan Po- 
lice Department. 

Our goals and priorities included the following: ensure the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is prepared to respond to and recover from emer- 
gencies and incidents of all kinds, including natural disasters, man- 
made disasters and terrorist attacks; ensure that law enforcement 
organizations are working together to prevent terrorist attacks to 
the greatest extent possible; maintain an appropriate balance be- 
tween security considerations and openness; empower citizens to be 
prepared for any emergency or disaster; and engage non-govern- 
mental, private sector and community organizations as full part- 
ners in the District’s homeland security emergency preparedness 
programs. 

Our priorities included: outfitting and training our first respond- 
ers with the proper equipment and tools they need to fulfill their 
responsibilities effectively and safely; train key personnel in our 
District response plans for all hazards; conduct and participate in 
tabletop and field exercises; meet or exceed emergency manage- 
ment accreditation program standards for emergency, disaster 
management, and business continuity planning; become the first 
city in the Nation to be accredited; and to develop interoperability 
among the key Federal, State and District agencies in the Wash- 
ington, D.C. Metropolitan Region for large scale incidents. Addi- 
tionally, as approved by Congress, in Public Law 107-206, 2002 
Supplemental Appropriations Act for further recovery from and re- 
sponse to terrorist attacks on the United States, 1 percent of the 
funds were separated into a fund for administrative costs. 

In summary, I would like to add the following. While we have 
our tracking tools, we are spending the money as available and ex- 
pediting as we can but since September 11, the District has not 
faced many challenges in obtaining Federal funding for emergency 
preparedness based on the allocation of the $156 million in appro- 
priations. Even though the District has not faced challenges in ob- 
taining funding, we are concerned with maintaining the levels of 
readiness in the future if the grant levels are decreased. The up- 
keep and renewal of equipment, revision of plans based on new 
threats and policies and training of personnel within the regions 
have a significant financial impact if to the localities without future 
grant funding. 

Challenges associated with receiving funds include personnel to 
support new equipment, maintenance responsibilities and associ- 
ated training. An additional challenge is the Federal funds require 
many agencies to use approved training courses. Training must be 
done through federally approved programs but the training courses 
that we offer do not fulfill the District’s training needs regarding 
preparedness and response. The Washington, DC, metropolitan 
area is subject to many potential hazards, both natural and man- 
made as well as major special events which are specific to the Na- 
tional Capital Region. Protests against the war in Iraq, the World 
War II Memorial dedication and the funeral of Ronald Reagan are 
recent examples of events that affected the city. The District’s sup- 
port for all of these events has been improved because of the plan- 
ning, communications, training exercises made possible with the 
Federal funds and the support from the Office of the National Cap- 
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ital Region Coordination and NCRC has created a forum for all en- 
tities to engage and communicate effectively through meetings and 
conference calls that have allowed these events to occur in a safe 
and responsible manner. 

Thank you for this opportunity to testify here today and for your 
continued support. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Childs-Pair follows:] 
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Good morning Chairman Davis and members of the Committee on Government Reform. 
Thank you for this opportunity to testify before you today. I am Barbara Childs-Pair, 
Acting Director of the District of Columbia Emergency Management Agency. On behalf 
of Mayor Anthony A. Williams, I am here today to provide the committee information on 
emergency preparedness in the National Capital Region. 

At this time, it is my honor to introduce Robert Bobb, City Administrator for the District 
of Columbia and interim Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice (DMPSJ). 

The responsibilities of the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice include: 

• Supporting Mayor Williams in the continued guidance and development of 

homeland security strategy for the District of Columbia 

• Working in partnership with senior federal, state and local officials within the 

National Capital Region to guide regional planning and implement regional policy 

• Oversight of spending related to special appropriations and federal grants 

supporting homeland security, and 

• Direction of emergency preparedness activities for the District of Columbia 

In order to provide for more effective and cohesive oversight the Federal Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) now requires that DHS grants being awarded to states be 
fuimeled through a single State Administrative Agent (SAA). The Mayor of the District 
of Columbia has appointed the DMPSJ as the Homeland Security point of contact 
through which alt grant monies must be administered. Over the past three years, the 
Office of the DMPSJ has developed an innovative administrative structure and grants 
management process that strengthens and supports security and preparedness in the 
nation’s capital. 

The following strategic priorities guide the DMPSJ’s administration of grant funds: 

• Improve the District’s and the Region’s administration of grant funding for disaster 

response and recovery capabilities by developing and maintaining an 
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understanding of integrated operational capability developed in coordination with 
our Federal partners, volunteer organizations, universities, and the private sector. 

• Assist all levels of District and Regional government, first responders, volunteer 

groups, universities, and the public in meeting the responsibilities of public 
emergencies and challenges, through program management and coordination 
activities. 

• Use baseline program evaluation strategies to identify emergency preparedness 

areas in need of improvement. This will allow for a methodology for strategic 
planning and the justification of resource allotment. 

• Provide critical information to Congress, the public, the media, and the emergency 

management community by maintaining strict spending and activity records and 
by building partnerships with and among Federal and Regional entities. District 
agencies, other responder organizations, and the private sector. 

Shortly after September 11, 2001, Congress appropriated funds for emergency 
preparedness and homeland security, including $155,900,000 to various mayoral agencies 
of the District of Columbia for Fiscal Years 2002 and 2003. The special appropriation 
also was delineated among 12 Federal Payment (FT’) Categories across 13 District 
agencies including; 

• District of Columbia Emergency Management Agency (DCEMA); 

• Fire and Emergency Medical Services Department (Fire & EMS); 

• Metropolitan Police Department (MPD); 

The following goals and priorities assisted the District in directing emergency 
preparedness funds: 

Goals 

. Ensure the District of Columbia is prepared to respond to and recover from 
emergencies and incidents of all kinds, including natural disasters, manmade 
disasters, and terrorist attacks; 
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• Ensure law enforcement organizations are working together to prevent terrorist 
attacks to the greatest extent possible; 

. Maintain an appropriate balance between security considerations and openness. 

• Empower citizens to be prepared for any emergency or disaster; and 

. Engage non-govemmental, private sector, and community organizations as full 
partners in the District’s Homeland Security and Emergency Preparedness program. 

Priorities 

• Outfit and train first responders with the proper equipment and tools they need to 
fulfill their responsibilities effectively and safely; 

• Train key personnel from the Emergency Support Function lead and support agencies 
on effective coordination and the use of the District Response Plan for all hazards; 

• Conduct and participate in tabletop and field exercises to ensure that all agencies 
know their rotes and responsibilities under the District Response Plan; 

• Meet or exceed the Emergency Management Accreditation Program Standards for 
Emergency/Disaster Management and Business Continuity Planning, becoming the 
first city in the nation to be accredited; and 

• Develop interoperability among the key federal, state, and District agencies in the 
Washington, DC metropolitan region for large-scale incidents. 

Congress also appropriated $39,100,000 directly to the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority (WMATA) to meet region-wide security requirements and $5,000,000 
to the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) to enhance regional 
emergency preparedness. DMPSJ does not provide oversight for these organizations. 
DCEMA received $12,652,000 in 2002 through PL 107-96 for planning, training, and 
personnel costs required for the development and implementation of the emergency 
operations plan for the District of Columbia. 

As approved by Congress subsequently in PL 107-206, the 2002 Supplemental 
Appropriations Act for Further Recovery From and Response to Terrorist Attacks on the 
United States, one percent of the funds were segregated into a fund for administrative 
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costs. This administrative cost fund supported items such as the development, 
maintenance, and upkeep of the tracking tool and the creation of the Government 
Preparedness Office within the District’s Office of Contracting and Procurement (OCP), 
which was designed specifically to coordinate and assist in expediting the emergency 
preparedness procurement process. 

Other Emergency Preparedness Grants 

In addition to Public Laws 107-117 and 107-96, many District agencies received federal 
funding from other sources in the months after September 1 1 , 2001 . Some of the grants 
included were; 

• Citizens Corps 

• Bioterrorism Hospital Preparedness Program 

• Terrorism Related Disaster Relief Grant 

• Assistance to Firefighters Grant 

Local Funding 

The District of Columbia also contributed to emergency preparedness/homeland defense 
with locally appropriated funds. Two examples of the District’s use of local funds 
include approximately $ 1 ,500,000 to create a dedicated hazardous materials unit and 
$72,000,000 to fund a Unified Communications Center (UCC) to consolidate the various 
emergency responder call centers. 

Federal Funding 

The District of Columbia has received a total of $ 1 7,91 6,000 in federal grant funding 
under the State Homeland Security Grant Program (SHSGP) from the Department of 
Homeland Security for fiscal year 2003. These funds are being used to further enhance 
the capabilities and preparedness of our first responders to respond to acts of terrorism. 
Funds distribution to DC agencies included: 

• Metropolitan Police Department: $5,512,092 

• Fire and Emergency Medical Services; $4,253,312 
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• Emergency Management Agency; $2,430,850 

• DC Public Schools: $2,000,000 

For fiscal year 2004, DHS has allocated $19,248,000 to the District under the SHSGP, 
Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program (LETPP), and Citizen Corps Program 
(CCP). 

The Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice oversees the expenditure of the 
District’s emergency preparedness appropriations and grants. DMPS J has developed a 
centralized emergency preparedness procurement process to ensure proper accountability 
with dedicated supporting persotmel in the DC Office of Budget and Planning (OBP) and 
the DC Office of Contracting and Procurement (OCP). The Deputy Mayor’s role in 
reviewing procurement requests was to ensure that funds were obligated for projects that 
fell within the guidelines of the appropriation and were aligned programmatically with 
agency spending plans and needs. 

OBP coordinated all centralized financial monitoring and reporting, including 
Congressionally mandated reporting requirements. Additionally, OBP notified key 
District stakeholders on agency expenditure status, thereby assisting in the identification 
of un-obligated funds. Within OCP, emergency preparedness procurements were filtered 
through the Government Preparedness Office, which focused exclusively on these 
purchases, enabling the staff to develop a procurement area of expertise. This staff was 
responsible for ensuring that all procurements complied with relevant laws and 
regulations in substance and process, that dollars were maximized in bulk purchasing, 
and that there was consistency in the types of goods procured. 

A system to track purchase requests and expenditures across the 12 Federal Payment 
categories was needed to fully account for emergency preparedness funds 
A tracking tool was created for this purpose. Initially, our tracking was done manually, 
but it has since evolved into an electronic system. Over the life of the funding, the 
database updates are based on periodic feedback from the District’s System of 
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Accounting and Reporting (SOAR), agency budget and finance specialists, and the 
Government Preparedness Office. 

Since September 1 1, the District has not faced many challenges in obtaining federal 
funding for emergency preparedness based on the allocation of the $156 million 
appropriation and the Federal grant funding that has been received under the State 
SHSGP and Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI). Even though the District has not 
faced challenges in obtaining funding, we are concerned with maintaining this level of 
readiness in the future if grant funding levels decrease. Upkeep and renewal of 
equipment, revision of plans based on new threats and policies, and training of personnel 
have a significant financial impact if left to the locality without future grant funding. 

Challenges associated with receiving these funds include personnel to support new 
equipment, maintenance responsibilities and associated training. An additional challenge 
is that federal funds require many agencies to use approved training courses. Training 
must be done through federally approved programs but the training courses that are 
offered do not fulfill the District’s training needs regarding preparedness and response. 

The Washington, DC metropolitan area is subject to many potential hazards, both natural 
and manmade as well as special events, which are specific to the NCR. Protests against 
the war in Iraq, World War II Memorial Dedication, and the funeral of President Reagan 
are recent examples of events that affected the city. The District’s support for all these 
events have been improved because of the planning, communication, training and 
exercises made possible with federal funds and support from the Office for National 
Capital Region Coordination (ONCRC). The ONCRC has created a forum for all entities 
to engage and communicate effectively through meetings and conference calls that have 
allowed for these events to occur in a safe and responsible manner. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify here today and for your continued support. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you all very much. I will start the 
questioning. 

Mr. Lockwood, Department of Homeland Security left this posi- 
tion open for several months. Much of what we have talked about 
today is the setting of priorities, placing available resources against 
those priorities. No one can be successful in this job if they don’t 
have enough visibility and resources within DHS to fulfill that mis- 
sion. The fact that they left this open so long and so on, do you 
think you have needed clout there or do you think we need to write 
some law? What do you think? For you to be successful, you have 
to be able to have clout within the agency. The fact they left this 
open for so long, I think leaves a lot of us in doubt in terms of what 
is the commitment of the administration. 

Mr. Lockwood. I would like to think they left it open so long 
that they could pick the good person for this job. Let me just say. 
Secretary Ridge is very much interested in the National Capital 
Region. He works here, he is here, his senior staff is here. This is 
something very important to DHS. I have talked to Secretary Ridge 
on several occasions as well as the senior staff. This is something 
everyone is very clear on what this position is. 

Coming back to where Michael Byrne was, I am standing on the 
shoulders of the giants that come before me. Mike set an atmos- 
phere of cooperation and of coordination. This is a job that you 
can’t be successful at unless you work through and with other peo- 
ple, through local government, through State government, through 
the Federal Government. 

Do I have the visibility in the organization? Absolutely. Do I 
have the support? Right now with great team mates like we have 
at the table here and behind us, absolutely. 

Chairman Tom Davis. We want to hear from you if you don’t 
think you are getting it because I think this is critical for the safe- 
ty of the government and for the millions of residents who live 
here, which leads me to my second question. 

We had a disaster in March 2003 with the Tractor Man who got 
sentenced to 6 years yesterday, which is I think a fitting ending 
to the chaos that he caused in the region. This was before Mr. 
Byrne appeared on the scene to coordinate this. This is just my 
opinion. This was one of the most badly coordinated efforts I have 
ever seen, one person driving a tractor holding up the regional traf- 
fic for three separate rush hours. You talk about peoples’ safety, 
ambulances couldn’t get through for heart attack victims, if some- 
body was injured, police couldn’t get through. It was complete grid- 
lock and that was all because they were concerned about one guy 
driving a tractor and not wanting to injure this person. It was a 
disaster. 

If something like that occurs again, are you willing to step in and 
weigh all the different considerations for the safety of the public 
but also the traffic flow and the fact the Government needs to con- 
tinue operating, that one person shouldn’t be able to shut down the 
Federal Government for a day and a half? That is a prejudiced 
question but I feel strongly about that. So do a lot of my constitu- 
ents. 

Mr. Lockwood. Today is day 30 on the job. In day 30, we have 
gone through the World War II planning event, we have gone 
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through the Reagan funeral, we have gone through a senior leader- 
ship seminar. Will incidents occur in this city? They occur every 
day. We have a great team behind us within local government, 
within State government to manage those. We have been actively 
working the protocols and the procedures to better integrate, better 
form incident management and unified command. 

Is there work to be done? Absolutely, and that is part of the plan 
working with local and State partners. 

Chairman Tom Davis. And everything went well, I think, in a 
general sense through the opening of the World War II Memorial 
and the funeral but we have had numerous incidents since I have 
been involved in politics where one person is on a bridge and hav- 
ing a bad day and stops East Coast traffic for hours, where we real- 
ly haven’t had a good response that looks at the good of the overall 
region. It focuses on that person. We need a global focus on this 
to understand what makes this city work, understand there are 
tens of thousands if not hundreds of thousands of people affected 
by one person. 

As you take this job, we want you to keep that in mind. Holding 
up the traffic for 6 hours and talking somebody off a bridge is not 
necessarily successful, in my opinion. That is my own opinion. It 
may be the minority opinion up here, I don’t know, but they finally 
shot the guy down with a beanbag, I think in one incident and 
didn’t charge him. 

If we allow one person to do that, it just empowers the next per- 
son. Nothing is going to happen to me, nothing is going to happen 
to me. This is the seat of government, we have a responsibility to 
keep it going and keep traffic moving. I just think for the average 
person, that is what they are concerned about. That is where they 
need to see coordination. Obviously we all fear a major disaster and 
how we would respond to that and that is important as well, but 
I think you are more likely to have these traffic terrorists or some- 
thing, having a bad day and want to take it out on the region. I 
think they need to be dealt with quickly and effectively. My ques- 
tion is, I guess, are you prepared to do that? 

Mr. Lockwood. Yes, sir, I am prepared. When we worked to- 
gether for the Reagan event, we had a series of teleconferences. 
Federal, State and local, to make sure we were well coordinated. 

Chairman Tom Davis. I will just tell you if it doesn’t work out, 
just be thinking every minute that you are going to be up here be- 
fore the committee explaining why you are doing everything. Mon- 
day morning is always a little different than Sunday afternoon on 
the field. 

Ms. Norton. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I am trying to figure out in a real sense how you figure into un- 
expected disasters because that is the whole reason for our pre- 
paredness. I want to take as an example another traffic example. 
The chairman took the example that exasperated the region. I 
want to take one that scared the you know what in everybody and 
the Congress — thank you, sir — bejesus, I am told. I am talking 
about the day we were all chased out of the Capitol. I know we 
were chased out of the Rayburn and I have come to think when you 
hear these bells go off, well, you know, I will go because I am sup- 



74 


posed to go but once again, they are testing. It was when they 
began to talk on the loud speaker that I said, well, I guess I am 
going and then we all start — and they told us to run, not walk and 
we did what they said and it turned out to be nothing. Let me tell 
you what we know and I want to figure out where you fit into this 
because this is really what we are interested in. We know you 
weren’t the controller, we are trying to figure out what role you 
play in light of the unexpected. 

First of all, it wasn’t Kentucky’s fault. It turns out to have been 
the fault at our end because Kentucky apparently alerted the FAA. 
Apparently within the time period he took off at 3:45 p.m., and 
they didn’t realize their error until 4:34 p.m. and that was, accord- 
ing to this report, 3 minutes after the Capitol evacuation was or- 
dered and that the aircraft was 11 miles or 3 minutes away. 

Who should have been coordinating apparently was the National 
Capital Regional Coordination Center, whatever that is. The FAA 
air coordinator apparently did not notify this center. I am on the 
Aviation Subcommittee and they are looking at it. I am on Home- 
land Security and we are looking at it, so I know kind of where 
those folks fit in and maybe you shouldn’t fit in but my question 
is, when something like that happens, are you even in the loop? If 
so, what is your role and what do you do, and what did you do on 
that day when that happened? 

Mr. Lockwood. On that day after that happened, that evening 
we went through the initial lessons learned to understand what the 
events were. 

Ms. Norton. You misunderstand my question. First, are you in 
the loop? Did you know about it? Did you have any role to play or 
is there no role? I am prepared to accept the notion that if it is an 
airplane or something, maybe you have some role or maybe no role 
but my question is, does the coordinator for this region have any 
role when the highly unexpected happens and no one knows — ^by 
the way, that was one of the days of the Reagan funeral, I might 
add, when you were all supposed to be on very special alert. My 
question is, what was your role, when were you notified, and what 
did you do at that time, not what was your debriefing role, what 
did you do at that time? 

Mr. Lockwood. During the events of the Reagan funeral, there 
were various operations centers around the region that were up 
and operating. One of the roles I had that day was walking 
through each of the operations center to have an understanding of 
how they work and how they interact with each other. I was there 
through the discussion of what occurred. 

Am I a part of the discussion? Yes, I was present as this was un- 
folding. Yes, I was present at the debriefing and yes, I have been 
present within the lessons learned and the integration processes to 
not only understand the root cause of the problem but to correct 
that root cause and other related issues. I understand TSA is the 
lead for that effort right now. 

Mr. Foresman. Ms. Norton, would you allow me to offer a per- 
spective as well? 

Ms. Norton. Yes. 

Mr. Foresman. First, I wouldn’t note that the evacuation of the 
Capitol was in fact a failure. The fact that the notification process 
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worked, that there was an unidentified aircraft taken into account, 
that there were some problems on the front end in terms of it. 

Ms. Norton. The cops up here did what they were supposed to 
do. We are quite aware of that. 

Mr. Foresman. Absolutely, but I would point out, I think what 
is important to understand for all of us is to recognize there are 
existing structures and processes and the Office of National Capital 
Region Coordination is designed to be a facilitator of programmatic 
coordination activities on a day to day basis but when operational 
events occur, those crisis operational structures are there and are 
in place, they have been there prior to the establishment of this of- 
fice and it is really about not creating new structures but making 
sure the other ones work. 

Tom serves a critical role in making sure that all of the appara- 
tus that are in that decisionmaking, operational structure, if there 
is a problem to help deconfiict it, particularly on the Federal side 
and has been extremely valuable both he and his predecessor and 
when Ken Maul was the acting director. 

The one thing I would offer is this is bigger than one person in 
one office. Part of what we are doing is making sure we work with 
our local officials, our State agencies and our Federal agencies not 
to create new structures that people need to learn about but to go 
through the existing structure. 

I would just offer from a Virginia perspective, we don’t see Tom 
as being the belly button for an operational activity, but if there 
is a problem, he is my first call. 

Ms. Norton. Mr. Chairman, I know my time is up but that is 
an important intervention and we fully understand he is not oper- 
ational. That is why my question was, is he in the loop and let me 
tell you why that is my question. Precisely because he has a view, 
or should have, a view of this region that nobody else has precisely 
because of his coordination role, not that he has an operational 
role, it is that among the people who should be “in the loop,” he 
ought to be one of them because he may know something. What in 
the world does the FAA know about us in particular, what do they 
know about interoperability, for example, here in particular? So if 
the Coordinator has knowledge that others don’t have, at least if 
they need to know that, he should be in the loop so that he is avail- 
able to tell them what they don’t know. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SCHROCK [presiding]. Thank you, Ms. Norton. 

Thank you all for being here. Your testimony is interesting and 
I am really listening carefully to this. I guess I never realized the 
Commonwealth of Virginia thought Mr. Lockwood was a belly- 
button but that is a new one for the books. 

The chairman commented on “Tractor Man” here a year ago 
March and the havoc he created and I just wonder at what point 
do we put a stop to that stuff and 1 hour after Tractor Man II 
comes along, we go in there and take him out. My military mind 
tells me we have to do that because if you have 10 tractor mans 
all around this area, you could literally paralyze this area for days 
and days. My solution to that would have been to send five mem- 
bers of a special operations force in there and you get rid of the 
guy, get him out of there. We cannot allow this to happen but the 
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problem is, if they do that and the police shoot him, it is police bru- 
tality. I am really getting kind of tired of that. I think that is what 
we have police and law enforcement officials for, to do that, and the 
media be damned when it comes to that kind of stuff. We have to 
take stronger action. 

Of all the things that were said, Ms. Childs-Pair, one of the last 
things you said was will funding continue to be there. I worry 
about that too because as far as I am concerned, the first respond- 
ers not only in the Capital Region but around America are doing 
a magnificent job working together. They are in the Hampton 
Roads area I represent and when bad things don’t happen, Ameri- 
cans think, OK, we are safe again. We are real impatient. We think 
5 minutes after something is supposedly corrected, we go on to the 
next issue and do we start cutting funding. 

I will use two examples. When everybody thought the world was 
at peace, defense spending was cut. Nothing could have been fur- 
ther from the truth. We had a lively debate on the floor yesterday 
about intelligence spending. Everybody thought after the cold war 
was over, we didn’t need to put money into intelligence and we cut 
it. Are we going to do the same thing here? I don’t think we can 
afford to do that and frankly, the people who sit on this side of the 
room have to make sure that never happens again. That was a 
very good question and I think that is something we need to ad- 
dress. 

I hate to say it but in the Hampton Roads area, gridlock is start- 
ing to get real nasty down there as well, so I am watching what 
happens up here to see what is going to hit us in about 5 years. 
We are all too familiar with gridlock on the roads even in the best 
times during twice daily rush hours. In the event of an attack, in 
which case we can add chaos and panic to the evacuation equation, 
would any of you state we are any better off today than we were 
on September 11 and if so, please support that answer and if not, 
why not and what then do we have to show for the money we have 
spent and how soon if we are not getting results, can we expect re- 
sults? 

Mr. Foresman. I would like to start because I was here on Sep- 
tember 11. Actually, I was in Montana but got back here on Sep- 
tember 12 . Yes, we are much better, we are phenomenally better. 
I want to point to September 11. The men and women, local. State, 
Federal, who responded to the Pentagon from all across this region 
did their jobs with exceptional coordination and diligence. In fact, 
it was a very effective response. The perception we have across this 
region that it was an ineffective response was because we did have 
gridlock and that is a reality. We had well intentioned decisions 
made within the Federal family for release of the Federal work 
force that were not appropriately coordinated with State and local 
authorities. 

Just 30 days ago, when we talked about the whole issue of the 
Reagan funeral, when we talked abut the World War II dedication 
and all those Federal decisionmakers were on the phone with the 
State decisionmakers, and the local chief administrative official 
saying do we open or close State government, do we open or close 
the Federal Government, what are we going to do with local gov- 
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eminent? So from that standpoint if it were to happen today, I 
think we are phenomenally better prepared. 

Second, I would like to point out you talked about “Tractor Man” 
and I think that is a phenomenally great example. There are two 
types of decisions. There are tactical decisions and there are strate- 
gic decisions. In our public safety community, we have great experi- 
ence with making tactical decisions. We have done it for years, you 
understand it with your military background, but we have engaged 
in an error where chief administrative officials, chief elected offi- 
cials at the local and State level have to make strategic decisions 
on top of tactical decisions and balance the economic and societal 
consequences of decisions about whether you do or don’t go in and 
subdue a suspect, and balance those against all of that. 

Mr. Lockwood mentioned the fact that we did a senior leaders ex- 
ercise and the effort is designed to make sure that at the tactical 
level, fire, EMS, law enforcement, and emergency management can 
make those tactical decisions but at a strategic level, those govern- 
ance issues that the chief appointed or chief elected officials at the 
various levels of government are engaged in that process. I think 
we are doing a phenomenally better job around the region. 

The discussion we had last week was not about where do we 
place the command post, it was about what is the societal implica- 
tion of closing or not closing government in the aftermath of attack. 

Mr. SCHROCK. George, the problem is the poor law enforcement 
people are damned if they do and they can’t win. If they had gone 
in and taken out “Tractor Man” and 1 day, oh, that is a horrible 
thing but look what he did. He was perfectly harmless, we under- 
stand that, but at some point we have to say enough is enough, we 
won’t do that anymore and let the chips fall where they may. I 
think the bulk of the American public would respect that. The 
media can harp on the thing as much as they want but at some 
point, we have to put a stop to this kind of stuff because as I said, 
a dozen tractor mans in this area, Virginia, Maryland and D.C. and 
we would be shut down completely. 

Mr. Foresman. Congressman, if I might briefly follow on to that, 
I think that is a prime example where if a tactical decision is made 
not to do something or to do something, then we need to make sure 
at the strategic level, at chief executive levels, that they concur or 
don’t concur with it because it is not only an operational decision, 
it is a political decision when you are talking about national secu- 
rity. 

Mr. SCHROCK. Thank you. 

Mr. Van Hollen. 

Mr. Van Hollen. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and 
thank all of you for your testimony. 

I was just reviewing some of the testimony from the previous 
hearing we had on this issue of defending the capital region and 
I understand there has been a great spirit of team work and desire 
and intention to collaborate. I think the question the GAO report 
raises is a gap between good intentions and implementation and 
follow through. 

In that regard, Mr. Jenkins, I understand from your report that 
you looked at the moneys that have been channeled toward the 
Capital Region over the last 2 years. As I read your conclusions. 
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you say the Coordination Office, the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity has spent most of their efforts in determining how to use the 
$60.5 million for the urban area security initiative funds, is that 
right? 

Mr. Jenkins. That is correct. 

Mr. Van Hollen. I saw your breakdown of how those have been 
spent. Have you had any opportunity to analyze the effectiveness 
of the allocation of those moneys? Do you think those moneys are 
being well spent for the purposes? 

Mr. Jenkins. We didn’t really have an opportunity. We got some 
basic summary of what those moneys were for and why in the form 
of a table. One of the things we wanted to get that we didn’t get 
that would have been helpful to us was the feedback they gave to 
local jurisdictions about their plans because the $65 million, deci- 
sions on that was based on analysis of the plans that local govern- 
ments sent to the Office of Domestic Preparedness but we never 
saw what those assessments were, so that made it very difficult for 
us to determine how this process worked. 

It certainly is true, and I think it is laudable that what they 
tried to do was look at it on a regionwide basis and tried to look 
at both private sector, public and State but we didn’t have the in- 
formation to really assess whether this was a good plan or a so- 
so plan. 

Mr. SCHROCK. Did you ask for that information? 

Mr. Jenkins. We did ask for that information. 

Mr. ScHROCK. We can followup on that. 

Mr. Van Hollen. Have you had any opportunity to analyze the 
effectiveness of the allocation of those moneys? Do you think those 
moneys are being well spent for the purposes? 

Mr. Jenkins. We didn’t really have an opportunity. We got some 
basic summary of what those moneys were for and why they were 
for in the form of a table. One of the things we wanted to get that 
we didn’t get that would have been helpful to us was the feedback 
they gave to local jurisdictions about their plans because the $65 
million decision was based on an analysis of the plans that local 
governments had sent to the Office of Domestic Preparedness but 
we never saw what those assessments were so that made it very 
difficult for us to determine how this process worked. 

It certainly is true and I think what they tried to do is laudable 
in looking at it for a regionwide basis and tried to look at both pri- 
vate sector, public and State but we didn’t have the information to 
really assess whether this was a good plan or a so-so plan. 

Mr. Van Hollen. Did you ask for that information? 

Mr. Jenkins. We did ask for that information. 

Mr. Van Hollen. We can followup on that later. 

That $60.5 million, who has control of that money? 

Mr. Jenkins. The District is actually the administrative officer 
for that money, the District of Columbia, but actually is money 
that has been appropriated to the region and it is the senior policy 
group that has been determining how to do that. They made a deci- 
sion, Mike Byrne and the Senior Policy Group, made a specific deci- 
sion to use that money solely for purposes that had regionwide ben- 
efit, not specific local jurisdiction benefit. 
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Mr. Van Hollen. So for example, now Mr. Lockwood would have 
direct influence over where those moneys were spent? 

Mr. Jenkins. Right. 

Mr. Van Hollen. Can they be released without your approval, 
Mr. Lockwood? 

Mr. Lockwood. Part of the structure that we have changed is it 
is not just a State only process anymore. This is in collaboration 
with the county administrative officers, with the city administra- 
tive officer working through the CAOs. The CAOs fundamentally 
define those things that need to be done. My role is to make sure 
that we solicit, facilitate, coordinate between the region for the re- 
sources. What we decided was it was more efficient to commit all 
these resources to the region than to break it up and divide it three 
ways. That doesn’t enhance the safety. 

What we then said was, instead of breaking up the management 
of this, the District of Columbia stood up and said we are willing 
to take on this additional responsibility, not necessarily for addi- 
tional resources or additional glory because they definitely take the 
burden of trying to do the administrative execution of this money. 

We are actively walking through the execution of these dollars at 
this point. Roughly 37 percent of those dollars are going for per- 
sonal protective equipment. Those purchase requests are now mov- 
ing at this point. 

Mr. Van Hollen. Can that money be released without your OK? 

Mr. Lockwood. I believe it can be released without my OK. I be- 
lieve this is coordinated through the State administrative agent. 

Mr. Foresman. The way Congress designed the program, it flows 
through the State administrative agent, in this case, the District 
of Columbia, but it is really dependent on the representatives, the 
Mayor and the two Governors and the chief administrative officials 
to determine it but we seek to achieve unanimous consensus on 
these decisions. We will not always achieve unanimous consensus 
on these decisions. We will not always achieve unanimous consen- 
sus but Tom is not the bellybutton for turning the dollars on or off. 

Mr. Van Hollen. All right. Let me get to the other part of the 
question. 

We talked about the $60.5 million, that leaves about $280 million 
according to the GAO report that has been allocated in the last 
couple years. Your first recommendation is to work with NCR juris- 
dictions to develop a coordinated strategic plan to establish goals 
and priorities for enhancing first responder capacities that can be 
used to guide the use of Federal emergency preparedness funds 
which is what I thought was being done. 

I see my time is running out but if you could tell me, have you 
seen a document that shows of those $280 million, where they are 
being spent, where they are in the pipeline with respect to all the 
jurisdictions because that would be very helpful just to get at least 
a rough handle on where these moneys are going and whether they 
are being coordinated. Have you seen such a document and if you 
haven’t, do you know whether one is being prepared? 

Mr. Jenkins. Let me put it this way, we never were able to iden- 
tify one. We put humpty dumpty together from a variety of sources 
and it wasn’t easy to get that information. 
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Mr. Van Hollen. At least going forward, it seems to me that 
should he the joh of Mr. Lockwood’s office. GAO shouldn’t he hav- 
ing to pull this all together, it should he there. Would you agree? 

Mr. Lockwood. That is one of the initiatives of DHS in general 
and will he executed in the region. 

Mr. Hollen. We look forward to getting something like that. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. SCHROCK. Ambassador Watson. 

Ms. Watson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to dovetail on those questions that were addressed 
to you previously. Is there an evaluation component? Do you see a 
trial run of the coordination of emergency services so that you 
could report back as to how effective they were or what is needed? 
Is there anything like that being developed? 

Mr. Jenkins. Are you asking me? 

Ms. Watson. Yes. 

Mr. Jenkins. That is one of the principal purposes of the exer- 
cises, to be able to test what you think you can do, what your capa- 
bilities are, so in that sense they are useful. We haven’t seen any 
analysis of exercises. 

Ms. Watson. Is that something you will require? How do we 
know if what we have developed is really going to work if there 
isn’t some feedback to the coordinated effort. We can’t require any- 
thing. 

Mr. Jenkins. Ask Mr. Foresman or Mr. Lockwood. We can re- 
quire nothing. 

Mr. Foresman. Congresswoman, one of the things we are re- 
quired to do as a requirement of those grants is to conduct exer- 
cises. One of the base things you do when you conduct the exercise 
is evaluate the exercise. We have a regional exercise scheduled that 
goes out I believe 12 or 18 months at this point. 

Ms. Watson. That is my question. 

Mr. Foresman. We will be testing and exercising ourselves on a 
regular basis. I would be happy to say that come the fall, it would 
probably be good to come back here and tell you how the exercises 
are going and we will have a spreadsheet for you that shows you 
where all the dollars are in the pipeline. 

Ms. Watson. That is what I am asking, that we do get some 
feedback so we can monitor and can see where we need to make 
recommendations for adequate funding so the system does work. 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we would hold another hearing 
in the fall so that we could gather this information and be on top 
of how effective and if we are supplying you with enough resources. 

Chairman Tom Davis [presiding]. I hope it is under those cir- 
cumstances and not other circumstances. 

Ms. Watson. I do also. 

Thank you. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Mr. Moran. 

Mr. Moran of Virginia. First of all, some basic questions I want 
to ask Mr. Lockwood. It is my understanding that the Office of the 
National Capital Region has yet to spend its fiscal year 2003 grant 
money, has yet to obligate its fiscal 2004 money and has not even 
begun planning for how it intends to allocate funds for fiscal year 
2005 even though the House has determined the amount of money 
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that will be available for 2005, so basically 3 years in arrears in 
terms of expenditure planning. 

I would like to get a fuller explanation of why the hold up and 
if we can get a timetable for the expenditure of that money? 

Mr. Lockwood. As we started this program of urban area secu- 
rity initiative which the majority of the report focused on, to de- 
velop a collaborative process, to get the region as a whole to start 
defining what their priorities were for the spending of that money 
did take some time. After we have come to agreement with those, 
those task orders right now, those contract orders are being placed 
through the District of Columbia. So the money for fiscal year 2003 
is being allocated as we speak. That is being allocated to the plan 
that was agreed to, prioritized by the region. 

In the opening weeks of July, the county administrative officer, 
the city administrative officer, and the SPG will be getting together 
to talk about their fiscal year 2004 planning efforts and overall 
strategic planning and priorities for the area. Part of the feedback 
that I intend to provide that group is some of the real life exercise 
experience that we have had through the last two events as well 
as the senior leadership seminar that we had last week so that 
they might better prioritize investments for fiscal year 2004 and 
the recommendations for fiscal year 2005. 

Mr. Moran of Virginia. I don’t think if you were up here you 
would find that response satisfactory but I am not going to take 
issue with you. It just seems to me that this is not a perfunctory 
kind of process. We are talking about the likelihood, according to 
Secretary Ridge, of a terrorist attack occurring. The resources are 
there and it seems to me that we ought to be putting things in 
place as fast as possible. There needs to be a sense of urgency. 

In your answer, and I am sure it is not intended, but particularly 
in the results of what has happened over the last 3 years, there 
really doesn’t seem to be a sense of urgency on the part of DHS 
with regard to the National Capital Region which we know is going 
to be target No. 1 in any attack. That is my concern. I am not going 
to ask you to take another crack in answering it but I think it is 
still a legitimate concern. 

I would like to ask, what are the top five priorities for the Office 
of the National Capital Region Coordination? 

Mr. Lockwood. Some of the key priorities right now are public 
awareness. 

Mr. Moran of Virginia. So education and information? 

Mr. Lockwood. Public education, public awareness campaign. 
We are actively working to develop a campaign that we can lever- 
age the Federal resources, the content that is already available. 
Communications, and one of the priorities we have talked about is 
interoperability and interoperability within the National Capital 
Region and integration of capabilities and intelligence and informa- 
tion sharing. We have been actively working with the JTTS and 
through the JTTS and the anti terrorism task forces. So those are 
some near term priorities we are working on. 

Another key priority is to get the money out. Going back to your 
concern with regard to putting a priority on moving the money, one 
of the pieces we have been very concerned about is getting this 
money released into the procurement to buy what we need so we 
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can field that. Additionally, we have exercises. Those exercises are 
to confirm how we are going to use this equipment when it is re- 
ceived, to make sure people can adequately use this as well as pro- 
vide feedback to future investment priorities and recommendations. 

Mr. Moran of Virginia. Let me ask one last question, if I could. 
We have a potential situation that is a real threat to our security 
in the National Capital Area and that is the rail line that runs 
right through the capital, right by the congressional office buildings 
and then across the river and through very dense residential areas. 
We know that rail line often carries very dangerous materials, 
large volumes of chlorine gas, molten sulfur, hydrogen chloride and 
it runs adjacent or within less than a mile of some of the most crit- 
ical installations and facilities. We had the NFL promotion event 
on the Mall and yet the rail cars continued to run. 

We haven’t gotten a recommendation, nor do I see that there has 
really been much thought given to rerouting it out of the most criti- 
cal, dangerous areas or having some limitation on what those rail- 
cars can carry. I had a bill that I thought might at least alert us 
to the potential threat. We sell these .50 caliber sniper rifles le- 
gally, you can buy them over the Internet and one of the things 
they advertise is that they will penetrate the fuselage of a commer- 
cial jet aircraft or the side of a rail car. I trust the advertising is 
accurate but it wouldn’t take much to perch along the banks of that 
rail line and shoot through the hull of one of these freight cars car- 
rying chlorine gas or sulfur or whatever and hundreds of thousands 
of people would be immediately affected, most of them in a lethal 
manner. Have we given any thought to this? It seems relevant to 
the homeland security priorities. 

Mr. Lockwood. Yes, sir. With regard to passenger first and then 
freight, we have been actively working on a prototype at the New 
Carrollton Station with the Metro and there has been active coordi- 
nation with WMATA, both WMATA, Marc and VRE. 

Mr. Moran of Virginia. It is not the passengers inside the rail 
cars I am worried about, it is a terrorist outside shooting through, 
puncturing the walls of a freight train that might carry lethal ma- 
terials. 

Mr. Lockwood. Yes, sir. Moving from the passenger side to the 
heavy rail side, to the hazardous materials side, there are actions 
and activities within the Department of Homeland Security. I know 
some of that has been briefed and the local level back over to D.C. 
Council members with regard to legislation they have had, I know 
there is a prototype in place with regard to monitoring the rail cor- 
ridor, a sensing network that has been discussed for the rail cor- 
ridor to provide additional protective measures but I am not pre- 
pared to talk in details at this time. 

Ms. Childs-Pair. Mr. Moran, I can add to that. The D.C. City 
Council in concert with the Mayor has been looking at that and ac- 
tually came up with legislation to try to reroute the train system 
when they have the chlorine or to stop it altogether, realizing that 
it is within the densely populated areas. One of the things they 
made clear to us, and probably what we need your help on, is that 
they could federally pre-empt any law that we would put into legis- 
lation so that they would make it null and void. That is one of the 
areas we have been working on. 
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Mr. Moran of Virginia. I am glad the D.C. Council is looking 
at it. It runs right under the Capitol, as you know, the Capitol 
grounds. I don’t want to give any ideas to terrorists but when you 
think about some of the things that could happen and we look back 
and think, my God, why didn’t we think of that. That seems to be 
one of those possibilities, one of those threats. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. I want to get to the issue of grants. We are 
talking about giving resources and we have talked about a lot of 
different issues today but bottom line, our local governments need 
the money to be able to move forward. 

I want to refer you to a situation that really happened in the 
State of Maryland, the central part of Maryland and the Eastern 
Shore where you have two jurisdictions attempting to work region- 
ally on an interoperability type program. I think Mr. Schrader you 
are aware of that situation where the good news was the grants 
were received, they were OK’ed, the Department of Justice but 
then you have two different requirements of instructions once the 
grants are given. One had to do with the Cops Program and the 
other had to do with I believe FEMA. So one program said that you 
had to do one thing and one said you had to do another, so all of 
a sudden we are promoting regionalism, we are trying to do the 
best we can to pull it together and when we put forth a system or 
a plan, then our Federal instructions, our grants have mixed mes- 
sages. This happened to be within the Department of Justice or 
whether it could be within Homeland Security or together. 

I would like you to comment, first, maybe Mr. Schrader and then 
maybe Mr. Lockwood or anyone else on the panel, about what you 
think we need to do because as Congress there are certain things 
we can do, we can pass laws, at least we can try, and I would think 
we have to fix the grant process so that it goes directly. 

As a former local elected official, I believe the money needs to go 
directly to the locals. I am sure Mr. Schrader, representing the 
State, you may disagree, but I have seen many times where grants 
would come and if it came through the Federal/State process have 
the money is gone before it even gets to where it needs to be versus 
the Cops Program that goes directly as long as you can justify it. 

Could you please comment on what you would recommend we 
need to do to fix this grant situation to get the resources and the 
money, especially when you are dealing with regional jurisdictions 
that don’t have a lot of money to begin with. 

Mr. Schrader. Yes, Congressman. It is a pleasure to be here 
with you. 

In this particular case, the State has been working actively to co- 
ordinate these grants regionally in collaboration. We met as re- 
cently as yesterday morning with the city of Baltimore in working 
on this particular problem with the Cops grant. This CMARC 
project is what it is called for central Maryland. It does have the 
Cops Grant Program. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Why don’t you explain what that is. 

Mr. Schrader. There are two major grants that were issued last 
year for about $5 million plus each, one on the Eastern Shore of 
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Maryland and the other in the Central Maryland region focused on 
Baltimore and the surrounding counties. Both projects are focused 
on using what are called, and I apologize for the acronym, 
NIPSPACS channels. There are five channels that can he used for 
communicating emergency messages. Those two pilot projects are 
being developed. 

The good news is that we have been coordinating both these re- 
gions at the State level and recently through the Urban Area Work 
Group, which is a group that has each of the executives and central 
Maryland has appointed two people and working through that 
group, they have been coordinating this particular grant. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Let me get to the bottom line which is be- 
cause of the fact there were mixed messages and instructions on 
the grants, we were not able to get the matching funds from the 
different jurisdictions, correct? 

Mr. Schrader. We are actually meeting with DOJ on July 7th. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. I know our Baltimore delegation sent a let- 
ter to Secretary Ridge to try to deal with it. 

I want to ask this question and anybody can answer because I 
don’t have a lot of time. Based on the issue of the mixed message 
with grants, different instructions, the problem we have is we get 
the grant and then we don’t know how to fulfill it. What can the 
Federal Government and Congress do to help States and regional 
groups so this flexibility is built in through legislation? 

Mr. Foresman. Three quick answers. Congressman. First, we 
need to manage the expectations. The vast majority of Federal 
grants are reimbursement programs. There is no such thing as the 
money being missing when it gets down to them because it is based 
on local or State government submitting to Federal agencies re- 
quests for reimbursement. So we have to manage the expectations 
and make sure all of us understand the vast majority of Federal 
grants are reimbursement grants. 

Second, we have to be careful to not look at 1 year’s worth of 
grant activity and go in and make major changes. My brother is 
a fire chief in a small rural department in western Virginia. I love 
him to death but his ability to adjust to multiple grant programs 
is minimal sometimes and if we change it every year, it causes him 
even more angst. The issue is we have to stay the course in terms 
of the mechanics for the grants processes but clearly the one thing 
this Congress could do is to work to make sure the Federal agen- 
cies come up with a standardized grants management process. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. That is the answer I would hope I would 
hear, to standardize. It seems to me you need to recommend to us 
what those standards need to be. We have a lot of bills in the hop- 
per right now about standards but from your perspective, from 
local moving up to Federal, we need to know that. 

Mr. Foresman. Congressman, I would just echo that it is going 
to require a disciplined approach on the part of Congress that as 
people change they don’t like changes. It is going to require us to 
go through two or three grant cycles to see whatever a disciplined 
approach is, whatever a standardized approach is, whether it is 
going to work over the longer term. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Thank you. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 
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Let me thank this panel. This has been very illuminating for the 
Members. I will dismiss you with our deep thanks and we will take 
a 2-minute recess before we call our next panel. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Tom Davis. We have a great panel. We have Anthony 
Griffin, county executive, Fairfax County, who I have had the 
pleasure to work with for many, many years, about 20 years; we 
have Mary Beth Michos, the fire chief for Prince William County 
and the last year’s Fire Chief Magazine career chief of the year; 
James Schwartz, director of emergency management, Arlington 
County and the new Fire Chief for the county effective this coming 
Monday. Congratulations, I am a veteran of the Cherrydale Fire 
House where I did my Cub scout meetings as a kid. We have also 
have Dr. Jacqueline F. Brown, chief administrative officer. Prince 
George’s County. I want to thank her for being here as well. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Chairman Tom Davis. We swear everyone here because we are 
the major investigative committee in the Congress. That is just 
what we do. Once we had the opportunity to have Wes Unseld, the 
general manager of the Washington Bullets, now the Wizards, in 
front of me and I got to ask him under oath if the Bullets would 
have a winning season. He said, I can just promise you exciting 
basketball. I think they won 13 games the next year. We almost 
hauled him up here on perjury but we figured he was giving his 
best effort. 

Tony, we will start with you. Thank you very much for your lead- 
ership in the region and for being with us today. I would note for 
Mr. Schrock that Mr. Griffin when he leaves has to go down to a 
regional meeting in Virginia Beach in your district, so you don’t 
want to keep him too long. 

Mr. Schrock. If he has room, I will go with you. 

STATEMENTS OF ANTHONY H. GRIFFIN, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, 

FAIRFAX COUNTY; MARY BETH MICHOS, FIRE CHIEF, 

PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY; JAMES SCHWARTZ, DIRECTOR OF 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT, ARLINGTON COUNTY; AND JAC- 
QUELINE F. BROWN, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER, 

PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY 

Mr. Griffin. Thank you. Chairman Davis, for the opportunity to 
testify before the Committee on Government Reform on the subject 
of grant management and coordination for emergency management 
from the perspective of Fairfax County. 

I am Anthony H. Griffin, county executive for Fairfax County, an 
appointed position. 

Grants for homeland security have been allocated to Fairfax 
County in three ways: direct allocation by the Federal Government; 
allocation through the State of Virginia; and indirect allocation 
through funding to the National Capital Region for enhancing the 
region’s response to potential terrorism. 

The county has used the money to supplement its emergency pre- 
paredness efforts to include strengthening emergency planning pro- 
grams, conducting training and exercises and purchasing equip- 
ment directly related to emergency management and response. The 
Fairfax County Office of Emergency Management, a newly created 
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agency, is the agency responsible for managing homeland security 
grants. An interagency committee assists OEM in identifying 
unmet needs and matching them to grant funding opportunities. 

The following is illustrative but not limited to in how grants 
funds have been used. Equipment has been purchased for an alter- 
nate emergency operations center located in the county’s govern- 
ment center to be operational by the beginning of August of this 
year. A new fire department mobile command post has been pur- 
chased, screening devices and security cameras have been pur- 
chased, protective gear for first responders has been or is in the 
process of being acquired. A fully operational Citizens Corps pro- 
gram is being established with several hundred citizens having 
completed community emergency response team training. A data 
base has been established to track and notify these volunteers. 

A Medical Reserve Corps has been developed with 5,200 volun- 
teers. In October of last year, the MRC participated in a full scale 
dispensing site exercise at a local high school. A new terrorism 
annex has been written for the county’s emergency operations plan. 
The annex is more detailed and outlines roles and responsibilities 
for county agencies in the event of a nuclear, chemical or biological 
event. In 2003, the county conducted a tabletop exercise with a 
dirty bomb scenario with more than 100 participants from a cross 
section of agencies and volunteer groups. 

The list of accomplishments is a beginning in the county’s efforts 
to be responsive in case there is a significant terrorism event. 
Training and a shift in readiness is underway but emergency pre- 
paredness will require sustained attention over the next several 
years. The grant funding must continue if these efforts of prepared- 
ness are to succeed. The Eederal Government should review the 
criteria for the expenditure of grant funds because in some in- 
stances, the preparedness needs of a community are not supported 
by current regulations. Eor example, the county’s largest expendi- 
ture by far is for a new emergency operations center to include an 
emergency communications center. The prohibition against bricks 
and mortar makes this facility a major funding challenge for the 
county. 

Einally, while this is not a grant issue, one area of emergency 
preparedness that needs continuous focus in the NCR is the coordi- 
nation and communication of Eederal agencies with State and local 
governments. Eederal agencies need to be continually encouraged 
to work with State and local governments on the timely sharing of 
information and the integration of Eederal agency planning with 
State and local plans. The implementation of the new National Re- 
sponse Plan and the National Incident Management System is a 
good beginning but it is only that. 

In closing, significant progress has been made but significant 
work on readiness remains and a partnership between the three 
levels of government is necessary to enhance our success. In par- 
ticular, I want to thank the chairman for his support of the county 
and its efforts to enhance security and emergency response. 

If I may, listening to the earlier testimony, wearing my hat as 
chairman of the Chief Administrative Officers for the Washington 
Metropolitan Area, I did want to note for the record that of the $60 
million that has been allocated in fiscal year 2003, those funds 
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have been distributed and are in the pipeline for the acquisition of 
appropriate training and equipment and approximately 80 percent 
of the $29 million available, the 2004 money, has similarly been al- 
located. On July 7, the CAOs, working with the senior policy group, 
will continue the discussion about the remaining allocation of the 
2004 money and will begin discussion about our priorities in antici- 
pation of appropriations of 2005 money. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Griffin follows:] 
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Statement of Anthony H. Griffin 
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Thank you Chairman Davis for the opportunity to testify before the Committee on 
Government Reform on the subject of grant management and coordination for 
emergency management from the perspective of Fairfax County. 

Grants for Homeland Security have been allocated to Fairfax County in three ways, 
direct allocation by the Federal government; allocation through the State of Virginia; 
and, indirect allocation through funding to the National Capital Region (NCR) for 
enhancing the region's response to potential terrorism. The County has used the 
money to supplement its emergency preparedness efforts to include strengthening 
emergency planning programs, conducting training and exercises and purchasing 
equipment directly related to emergency management and response. 

The Fairfax County Office of Emergency Management (OEM) is the agency responsible 
for managing Homeland Security grants. An interagency committee assists OEM in 
identifying unmet needs and matching them to grant funding opportunities. The 
following is illustrative of how grant funds have been used; 

• Equipment has been purchased for an Alternate Emergency Operations Center 
(AEOC) located in the County’s Government Center to be operational by the 
beginning of August this year. 

• A new fire department mobile command post has been purchased. 

• Screening devices and security cameras have been purchased. 

• Protective gear for first responders has been or is in the process of being 
acquired. 

• A fully operational Citizens Coip program is being established with several 
hundred citizens having completed Community Emergency Response Team 
(CERT) training. A data base has been established to track and notify these 
volunteers. 
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• A Medical Reserve Corp (MRC) has been developed with 5,200 volunteers. In 
October, 2003, the MRC participated in a full scale dispensing site exercise at a 
local high school. 

• A new T errorism Annex has been written for the County Emergency Operations 
Plan. This annex is more detailed and outlines roles and responsibilities for 
County agencies in the event of a nuclear, chemical or biological event. In 
2003, the County conducted a table top exercise with a "dirty" bomb scenario 
with more than 100 participants from a cross section of agencies and volunteer 
groups. 

The list of accomplishments is a beginning in the County's efforts to be responsive in 
case there is significant terrorism event. Training and a shift in readiness is underway, 
but emergency preparedness will require sustained attention over the next several 
years. The grant funding must continue if these efforts at preparedness are to 
succeed. The Federal government should review the criteria for the expenditure of 
grant funds, because in some instances the preparedness needs of a community are 
not supported by current regulations. For example, the County's largest expenditure, by 
far, is for a new Emergency Operations Center to include an Emergency 
Communications Center. The prohibition against "bricks and mortar” makes this facility 
a major funding challenge. 

Finally, while this is not a grant issue, one area of emergency preparedness that needs 
continuous focus in the NCR is the coordination and communication of Federal 
agencies with state and local governments. Federal agencies need to be continually 
encouraged to work with state and local governments on the timely sharing of 
information and the integration of Federal agency planning with state and local plans. 
The implementation of the new National Response Plan and National Incident 
Management System (NIMS) is a good beginning, but it is only that. 

In closing, significant progress has been made, but significant work at readiness 
remains and a partnership between the three levels of government is necessary to 
enhance our success. In particular, I want to thank the Chairman for his support of the 
County in its efforts to enhance security and emergency response. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Tony, thank you very much. 

Chief, thanks for being with us. 

Ms. Micros. Thank you for this opportunity to testify before 
your committee today. My name is Mary Beth Michos and I am the 
chief of fire and rescue and also an assistant emergency services 
coordinator in Prince William County, VA. I am here today to pro- 
vide testimony on Prince William County’s experience with emer- 
gency preparedness coordination, being part of the National Capital 
Region with the emphasis on our grants management and coordi- 
nation. 

We are a rapidly growing community and we are challenged on 
a daily basis from this growth to provide our basic services of po- 
lice, fire and emergency medical services, but in addition to this, 
now we are also being challenged by the emerging issue of keeping 
our community safe in the event of terrorism. As you know, this 
is very costly and we are very grateful that the Congress has allo- 
cated homeland security funds for States and local jurisdictions. 
We are also very grateful that you have recognized our vulner- 
ability here in the National Capital Region and have provided us 
with the Office of National Capital Regional Coordination. 

Over the past 2 V 2 years. Prince William County has been fortu- 
nate in that we have received $5.3 million in Federal funds for 
emergency preparedness. Right now we have staff sequestered and 
they are working on finalizing a grant request for another $905,000 
which has to be submitted tomorrow. 

The first $4.3 million for the county was a direct earmark in a 
supplemental appropriation bill passed shortly after the September 
11 terrorist acts. These funds have been expended on equipment 
and needed training to strengthen our ability to be first responder 
in the event of weapons of mass destruction incidents. Additional 
resources are being allocated to Prince William County through the 
Urban Security Initiative administered by the Department of 
Homeland Security. 

Our Chief Administrative Officers have been very involved in 
working with this and this has allowed for range of emergency 
service functions within the region to collaborate to identify re- 
gional solutions that are beyond the scope of what we could do on 
an individual basis as a local jurisdiction. 

We do appreciate all the resources that Congress has provided to 
local governments and first responders. However, it is important 
that you know that performing the processes to assess our capabili- 
ties, identify our vulnerabilities, develop plans and needs assess- 
ments for our homeland security preparedness is both highly staff 
and time intensive. The efforts to conduct this work in my depart- 
ment have taken over a year and despite the intense work and 
high quality of the strategies that resulted, we still find that when 
we get information on grants that we have to complete, there is 
still additional information that is wanted and often times the 
timeframes are inadequate. 

It may appear that the timetables the Federal and State govern- 
ments place on grant deadlines are sufficient for local governments. 
However, by the time these grant processes go through the Federal 
Government, come down through the State, we generally only have 
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a few weeks to do our work to submit the grants. During these few 
weeks, we have a lot of coordination with other agencies through- 
out our county government, agencies funded both by State and 
local governments. In our case, we have four incorporated towns we 
have to coordinate with, volunteer agencies such as our volunteer 
fire and rescue companies and then we have to assess our local 
ability to manage the ongoing and operational and replacement 
costs of what we are requesting in these grants because that money 
is not available from the State or the Federal Government. Last, 
we have to obtain authorization from our Board of County Super- 
visors. While we have developed a priority list of needs to guide us 
in developing our requests, the workload associated with these re- 
quests has increased as our staff is required to attend numerous 
planning and coordination meetings, locally, regionally and within 
our State. To give you an example, in the last 18 months my meet- 
ing schedule alone has more than doubled and I am just one mem- 
ber of our department who attends these meetings. I am just one 
agency head within the county government attending these meet- 
ings. 

Recognizing the increased workload and short turn around times, 
in Prince William we have hired an emergency services coordinator 
and some assistants to coordinate all these processes. We are fortu- 
nate that Prince William County has the resources to staff these 
positions because that funding isn’t available from other sources. 

As far as gaps in emergency preparedness in the National Cap- 
ital Area, we feel that the State and Federal Governments don’t 
have the same degree of coordination and cooperation that we are 
seeing on the local level. This sometimes hinders our local and re- 
gional efforts. A serious obstruction does exist to effective mutual 
aid assistance between Virginia, Maryland and the District of Co- 
lumbia. Congress must act to address the liability and indemnifica- 
tion issues which arise when emergency aid is provided across 
boundaries. The need for legislation for homeland security has been 
specifically addressed by the Governors of Maryland, Virginia and 
the Mayor in their eight commitments to action with the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security. 

We are very appreciative of the efforts made by ONCRC of the 
Department of Homeland Security, there is still a lot of work to do. 
We can’t lose sight that, while we are doing this work we still have 
our normal daily incidents to respond to and normal daily work- 
loads to handle. Whatever the Federal Government has local juris- 
dictions do with regard to vulnerability assessments, grant applica- 
tions, reimbursement requests or other bureaucratic processes, it 
ought to be done to fill a clear need and with our input to make 
sure that what is being done is going to be of help to us. We don’t 
mind doing the work at the local level if we know it is going to im- 
prove the situation. 

Prince William County participated in the required vulnerability 
assessment that took away 10 staff members for a 2-week period 
last year. This effort has given back very little to our community 
and although we know that our fiscal year 2004 and 2005 security 
grants will be evaluated against this, we are able to articulate our 
vulnerabilities with a higher degree of confidence than this docu- 
ment is giving us. 
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In summary, Prince William County is in a much stronger posi- 
tion to respond to any manmade event, whether chemical or bio- 
logical than we were before September 11. There is also better co- 
ordination and cooperation at the local and regional levels. Our 
predominant focus has been to keep pace with the requirements of 
the grants as well as to make sure that we are doing the right 
things to be as prepared as we possibly can. 

Our senior officers and administrative staff have justifiably been 
inundated with homeland security duties. I believe it is essential 
for all levels of government to find new and better ways to work 
with each other so that we can optimize the limited time and staff 
that we have to get the results you want. I will be satisfied when 
we reach a point where all of our firefighters, our police officers, 
and our EMTs express their confidence that they feel they are ca- 
pable to respond effectively to any WMD contingency. 

In closing, I want to thank you again for giving me this oppor- 
tunity and I will be glad to answer any questions later. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Michos follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman, Vice Chairs and Members of the House Government 
Reform Committee, thank you for this opportunity to testify before the 
Committee. My name is Mary Beth Michos and I am the Chief of Fire and 
Rescue for Prince William County, Virginia. I am here today to provide 
testimony on Prince William County’s experience with Emergency 
Preparedness Coordination matters in the National Capital Region, with an 
emphasis on grant management and coordination. 

Prince William County is a rapidly growing suburban community 
located approximately 30 miles south of Washington D.C. Our community 
is home to the United States Marine Corp base at Quantico and two national 
parks: Prince William Forest Park and Manassas National Battlefield. Our 
population is currently estimated at approximately 330,000, which includes 
the four towns of Occoquan, Dumfries, Haymarket and Quantico. The 
population count does not include those of the independent Cities of 
Manassas and Manassas Park, which are currently estimated at 37,000 and 
1 1,000, respectively. At the time the U.S. Census was taken in 2000, our 
population was enumerated at 280,813. 

The rapid growth of our community has challenged us to not only 
keep up with growth related matters such as the appropriate provision of 
police and fire and rescue services, but in addressing the emerging issue of 
keeping our community safe in the event of terrorism. As you are aware, the 
costs associated with strengthening our ability to respond to such events are 
high. For this reason, we are grateful that the U.S. Congress has allocated 
Homeland Security funds for states and local jurisdictions, and recognized 
the vulnerability of the National Capital Area to terrorism and established 
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the Office for National Capital Regional Coordination (ONCRC) inside the 
Department of Homeland Security. 

Over the past two and a half years. Prince William County has been 
the recipient of approximately $5.3 million in federal funds for emergency 
preparedness with an additional $905,930 grant that my staff is processing 
for submission by tomorrow’s deadline. The first $4.3 million for the 
County was a direct earmark in a supplemental appropriations bill passed 
shortly after the 9/1 1 terrorist attacks. These funds were expended on 
equipment and training to strengthen our ability to be the “First Responder” 
in the event of a weapons of mass destruction incident. 

Additional resources are being allocated to Prince William County 
through the Urban Area Security Initiative administered by the Department 
of Homeland Security. Requests for these resources were developed by the 
governors of Virginia and Maryland and the Mayor of the District of 
Columbia. There is now local government involvement into the allocation 
of National Capital Region Urban Area Security Initiative funds. 
Involvement of Chief Administrative Officers has allowed for the range of 
emergency service functions within the region to collaborate to identify 
regional solutions that are beyond the scope of what each of the jurisdictions 
can do effectively individually. 

We appreciate all of the resources that the Congress has provided 
local government first responders. However, it is important for you to know 
that performing the processes to assess our capabilities, identify our 
vulnerabilities, and develop plans and needs assessments for our homeland 
security preparedness is both highly staff and time intensive. The effort to 
conduct this work in my department took over a year. And despite that 
intense work and the high quality of the strategy that resulted we still find 
that the requirements of the grants typically require much additional work to 
be completed in an insufficient time fi-ame. 

It may appear that the timetables that the federal and state 
governments place on grant deadlines are sufficient for local governments. 
However, by the time these grants process through the federal agency then 
through the state agency the local government may only have a few weeks to 
do our work to submit for the grant. During these few weeks we must 
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coordinate with most of the agencies of County government, agencies that 
are funded by both state and local governments, the four incorporated towns, 
volunteer agencies such as our volunteer fire and rescue companies, assess 
our fiscal ability to manage the ongoing operating and replacement costs to 
sustain the initiatives and obtain authorization fi-om our Board of County 
Supervisors to apply for the grant. 

While we have developed a priority list of needs to guide us in 
developing oin requests, the workload associated with these requests has 
increased as our staff is required to attend numerous planning and 
coordination meetings locally, regionally and within our state. Just to give 
you an example my meeting schedule alone has more than doubled in the 
past 18 months due to having to attend these meetings and I am just one of 
many on my staff who have these types of meetings to attend. Recognizing 
the increased workload and short turnaround times, we hired an Emergency 
Services Coordinator and an assistant to direct these processes within our 
own County and to liaison with regional, state and Federal agencies. We are 
fortunate that Prince William County has the resources to staff these 
positions as this funding is not available fi'om the federal or state 
governments. 

As far as gaps in emergency preparedness in the National Capital we 
feel that at the state and federal levels we don’t have the same degree of 
coordination and cooperation as we do at the local and regional levels. This 
sometimes hinders our local and regional efforts. 

A serious obstruction exists to effective mutual aid assistance between 
Virginia, Maryland and the District of Columbia. Congress must act to 
address liability and indemnification issues which arise when emergency aid 
is provided across boundaries. The need for legislation for homeland 
security has been specifically addressed by the Governors of Maryland, 
Virginia and the Mayor in their “eight commitments to action” with DHS 
Secretary Ridge. 

While we are also very appreciative of the effort made by the ONCRC 
of the Department of Homeland Security, there is still a lot of work to do. 

We can’t lose sight that while we have to address the growing homeland 
security concerns our staffs still have their everyday workloads. Whatever 
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the federal government has local jurisdictions do with regard to vulnerability 
assessments, grant applications, reimbursement requests or other 
bureaucratic processes it ought to be done to fill a clear need and with our 
input to make sure whatever it is it will be beneficial. We don’t mind doing 
the work if we know it will improve the situation. Prince William County 
participated in the required vulnerability assessment that took away 10 staff 
from their normal duties for approximately two weeks. This effort gave 
little value back to the County. And although we understand that our FY 04 
and FY 05 Homeland Security grants will be evaluated against the 
assessment results I am able to articulate our vulnerabilities with much less 
effort and with a higher degree of confidence when compared to that 
assessment process and its results. 

In summary, Prince William County is in a much stronger position to 
respond to any man made event, such as a chemical or biological attack, than 
before 9/11. There is also better coordination and cooperation at the local 
and regional levels. However, the coordination and cooperation is probably 
not evident to the street level provider who is the “First Responder” in most, 
if not all events. Our predominant focus has been to keep pace with the 
requirements of the grants as well as to make certain we’re doing the right 
thing to be as prepared as we possibly can. Our senior officers and 
administrative staffs have justifiably been inundated with homeland security 
related duties. I believe it is essential for all levels of governments to find 
new and better ways to work with each other so that we can optimize the 
limited time and staff we have to get the best results. I’ll be satisfied when 
we reach a point when all of our firefighters and EMTs express their 
confidence that they feel prepared to respond to any WMD contingency. 

In closing, thank you for affording me this opportunity to testify and I 
would be glad to stand for questions. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Chief Schwartz, welcome. 

Mr. Schwartz. My name is Jim Schwartz. I am the director of 
emergency management for Arlington County and as the Chair so 
graciously acknowledged at the beginning, I will assume the posi- 
tion of fire chief for Arlington County next week. I also served as 
the incident commander for the September 11 response to the Pen- 
tagon. 

I appreciate the opportunity to provide testimony on the issue of 
homeland security in our National Capital Region today, and I am 
grateful, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership in trying to ensure as 
effective and efficient a process as possible to provide resources to 
the level of government with the greatest responsibility to respond 
to an act of terrorism, not just to protect that Government’s citi- 
zens and resources, but in this region, to also protect Federal em- 
ployees and Federal resources. Our county is not only home to the 
Pentagon, but also provides approximately 60 percent of its com- 
mercial office space to Federal agencies. Our county bears signifi- 
cant responsibilities for protection and response to critical parts of 
the Nation’s national defense and anti-terrorism capacity. 

The successful response of Arlington and its regional partners in 
the wake of the attack on the Pentagon on September 11 under- 
scores the fact that the National Capital Region has a strong foun- 
dation upon which to build. While the incident at the Pentagon 
paled in comparison to the attacks in New York, it was, nonethe- 
less, an indication of the years of work of regional leaders. We 
knew we had the capacity to coordinate responses, and, indeed, 
based upon those experiences, we think we have made significant 
improvements since then. 

It is clear that continued progress is needed, and, therefore, we 
regard this hearing as a positive opportunity. This morning I would 
like to focus my testimony on the priority setting process, the un- 
dermining uncertainty of the Federal funding process, the lack of 
coordination of the plethora of Federal funding streams, the inad- 
equacy of current assistance, the significant administrative burden 
imposed on local government recipients, and mutual aid indem- 
nification. 

Former Utah Governor and current EPA Administrator Michael 
Leavitt made the point after his State hosted the Winter Olympics 
that we really need a new paradigm in our intergovernmental anti- 
terrorism process. As he said, it can no longer be a top-down proc- 
ess; rather it must be some combination of bottom-up, horizontal, 
and top-down. It must more closely resemble emerging global cor- 
porate trends of governance. 

Ironically, it was our National Capital Region that brought the 
issue of interregional coordination with Federal support to the Fed- 
eral Government’s attention after the 1995 incident in the Tokyo 
subway system. 

Our efforts led to the first locally staffed terrorism response team 
in the Nation. That team, the Metropolitan Medical Strike Team, 
was the predecessor of the Metropolitan Medical Response System 
[MMRS], which remains the only federally funded program to re- 
quire a systematic and integrated regional approach to planning 
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and response to acts of terrorism. It is a model that should be ex- 
panded, not scrapped. 

The Federal Government should ensure a meaningful role for the 
level of government most affected by terrorist threats and should 
shift to a threat-based formula that more appropriately recognizes 
greater responsibilities for those local governments that will be 
first to arrive, render aid to casualties, and manage the incident. 
Local governments should not be junior partners. 

We appreciate that there have been adjustments made in the 
NCR to ensure a more meaningful process for local input for the 
establishment of homeland security priorities in the National Cap- 
ital Region. We encourage the direction of the change and a longer 
term commitment to our regional governments’ critical role in the 
provision of homeland security. 

As said by other witnesses, there is a significant uncertainty in 
the Federal funding process. Federal funding shifts from year-to- 
year, even after grant programs are decided; decisions are made to 
retroactively cut funds and transfer them to other uses. It is dif- 
ficult to discern whether the war on terrorism is a year-to-year ef- 
fort, or a long-term commitment. 

The Federal process makes it difficult to develop a longer term 
plan and meaningful first responder infrastructure. We would re- 
spectfully suggest, Mr. Chairman, consideration of consolidating 
the many and varied Federal grant streams in the NCR into a 5- 
year block grant program. Such a change would significantly in- 
crease our regional capacity to put together the infrastructure nec- 
essary to make real and sustainable changes. 

There remain too many funding streams, often not coordinated at 
the Federal and State levels. They reflect competing purposes at 
the Federal level, but immense administrative demands at the local 
and regional level. It means we devote too much time to trying to 
determine what Federal or State officials want, instead of focusing 
on the most critical needs in the region. 

The Homeland Security Act of 2002 created the Office for Na- 
tional Capital Region Coordination within the Department of 
Homeland Security in recognition of the vulnerability of the region, 
its high risk of terrorism, and the unique and dominant Federal 
presence. Despite that recognition, the region receives less in Fed- 
eral per capita assistance than Wyoming. 

We appreciate that there are serious debates in the House about 
modifying the formula, but we think any discussion of how terror- 
ism funds are allocated should reflect the unique characteristics of 
this region. We believe it would be constructive to ask DHS to es- 
tablish baselines — ^basic requirements for local governments based 
upon tiers of risk assessment — so that Federal grant funds meet 
fundamental needs and build capacity from there. 

Because of the many different grants and funding streams, Ar- 
lington devotes enormous administrative and management re- 
sources to emergency preparation and prevention which are ineli- 
gible for reimbursement. This diverts resources from priority needs, 
again, so that we are forced to devote resources to a plethora of 
grants and grant management requirements that detract from the 
job at hand. 
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As the House and Senate work to reauthorize a 6-year surface 
transportation program, we believe the concept has merit for emer- 
gency preparedness. To the extent that Federal funding heyond 
next September 30th, on an annual basis, remains uncertain, it di- 
rectly affects local budget decisions about whether to make longer 
term investments in human and capital infrastructure to prepare 
and respond, or whether to make short-term purchases. This uncer- 
tainty is increased by reprogramming requests made by the De- 
partment of Homeland Security in the last 2 months of funds al- 
ready appropriated by Congress. Can you imagine the construction 
of the mixing bowl project or the new Wilson Bridge in such cir- 
cumstances? 

I am going to leave the rest of my testimony for the record. I am 
obviously over my time but I appreciate the opportunity and would 
look forward to answering any questions you may have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Schwartz follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Jim Schwartz. I am the Director of 
Emergency Management for Arlington County and, effective this week, will become the Fire 
Chief. I served as the incident commander after the attack on the Pentagon. 

I appreciate the opportunity to provide testimony on the issue of homeland security in our 
national capital region today, and I am grateful, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership in trying to 
ensure as effective and efficient a process as possible to provide resources to the level of 
government with the greatest responsibility to respond to an act of terrorism — ^not just to 
protect that government’s citizens and resources, but in this region, to also protect federal 
employees and federal resources. Our county is not only home to the Pentagon, but also 
provides approximately 60 percent of its commercial office space to federal agencies. Our 
county bears significant responsibilities for protection and response to critical parts of the 
nation’s national defense and anti-terrorism capacity. 

The successful response of Arlington and its regional partners in the wake of the attack on the 
Pentagon on 9-11 underscores the fact that the National Capital Region has a strong 
foundation upon which to build. While the incident at the Pentagon paled in comparison to the 
attacks in New York, it was, nonetheless, an indication of the years of work of regional 
leaders. We knew we had the capacity to coordinate responses, and, indeed, based upon those 
experiences, we think we have made significant improvements since then. 

It is clear that continued progress is needed, and, therefore, we regard this hearing as a 
positive opportunity. 

This morning I would like to focus my testimony on the priority setting process, the 
undermining uncertainty of the federal funding process, the lack of coordination of the 
plethora of federal funding streams, the inadequacy of current assistance, the significant 
administrative burden imposed on local government recipients, and mutual aid 
indemnification. 

Priority Setting Process 

Former Utah Governor and current EPA Administrator Michael Leavitt made the point after 
his state hosted the Winter Olympics that we really need a new paradigm in our 
intergovernmental anti-terrorism process. As he said, it cannot be top-down; rather it has to be 
some combination of bottom-up, horizontal, and top-down. It must more closely resemble 
emerging global corporate trends of governance. 

Ironically, it was our national capital region that brought the issue of interregional 
coordination with federal support to the federal government’s attention after the 1995 incident 
in the Tokyo subway system. 
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Our efforts led to the first locally-staffed terrorism response team in the nation. That team, the 
Metropolitan Medical Strike Team, was the predecessor of the Metropolitan Medical 
Response system (MMRS), which remains the only federally funded program to require a 
systematic and integrated regional approach to planning and response to acts of terrorism. It is 
a model that should be expanded, not scrapped. 

The federal government should ensure a meaningful role for the level of government most 
affected by terrorist threats and should shift to a threat-based formula that more appropriately 
recognizes greater responsibilities for those local governments that will be first to arrive, 
render aid to casualties, and manage the incident. Local governments should not be junior 
partners. 

We appreciate that there have been adjustments made in the NCR to ensure a more 
meaningful process for local input for the establishment of homeland security priorities in the 
National Capital Region. We encourage the direction of the change and a longer term 
commitment to our regional governments’ critical role in the provision of Homeland Security. 

Uncertainty in the Federal Funding Process 

There is significant uncertainty in the federal funding process: federal funding shifts from 
year-to-year, even after grant programs are decided; decisions axe made to retroactively cut 
funds and transfer them to other uses. It is difficult to discern whether the war on terrorism is 
a year-to-year effort, or a long-term commitment. 

The federal process makes it difficult to develop a longer term plan and meaningful 1st 
responder infrastructure. 

We would respectfully suggest, Mr. Chairman, consideration of consolidating the many and 
varied federal grant streams in the NCR into a five-year block grant. Such a change would 
significantly increase our regional capacity to put together the infi-astructure necessary to 
make real and sustainable progress. 

Lack of Coordination of the Plethora of Federal Funding Streams 
There remain too many funding streams, often not coordinated at the federal and state levels. 
They reflect competing purposes at the federal level, but immense administrative demands at 
the local and regional level. It means we devote too much time to trying to determine what 
federal or state officials want, instead of focusing on the most critical needs in the region. 

Inadequacy of Current Assistance 

The Homeland Security Act of 2002 created the Office for National Capital Region 
Coordination within the Department of Homeland security in recognition of the vulnerability 
of the region, its high risk of terrorism, and the unique and dominant federal presence. Despite 
that recognition, the region receives less in federal per capita assistance than Wyoming. We 
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appreciate that there are serious debates in the House about modifying the formulae, but we 
think any discussion of how terrorism hinds are allocated should reflect the unique 
characteristics of this region. We believe it would be constructive to ask DHS to establish 
baselines — ^basic requirements for local governments based upon tiers of risk assessment — so 
that federal grant funds meet fundamental needs. 

Signiflcant Administrative Burden Imposed on Local Government Recipients 
Because of the many different grants and funding streams, Arlington devotes enormous 
administrative and management resources to emergency preparation and prevention which are 
ineligible for reimbursement. This diverts resources from priority needs — again, so that we 
are forced to devote resources to a plethora of grants and grant management requirements that 
detract from the job at hand. 

Provide Greater Budget Certainty 

As the House and Senate work to reauthorize a six-year surface transportation program, we 
believe the concept has merit for emergency preparedness. To the extent that federal funding 
beyond next September 30"’ — on an annual basis — remains uncertain, it directly affects local 
budget decisions about whether to make longer term investments in human and capital 
infrastructure to prepare and respond, or whether to make short-term purchases. 

This uncertainty is increased by reprogramming requests made by the Department of 
Homeland Security in the last two months of funds already appropriated by Congress. Can you 
imagine the construction of the mixing bowl project or the new Wilson Bridge in such 
circumstances? 

Last month, the Administration requested to “redirect” $55 million in already appropriated FY 
2002, 2003, and 2004 bioterrorism funds to states and local governments and instead provide 
the funds to the U.S. Postal Service and to 21 cities. This would be robbing Peter to pay Paul. 

It would be a retroactive cut in already inadequate bioterrorism funds that are urgently needed 
to ensure that local health departments can promptly detect and respond to bioterrorism 
attacks or outbreaks. The adverse impact of this “redirection” would be in addition to the new 
unfunded federal mandate that has been created by the installation of Biodetection Systems in 
postal facilities across the country — as it would simply impose new costs on local 
governments who are expected to respond to adverse test results, with no funding for the extra 
staff needed and no provisions for compensation for costs incurred. Worse, it came in the 
wake of an unexpected request by the Homeland Security Department to reprogram $40 
million in already appropriated funds for the Metropolitan Medical Response System 
(MMRS) to buy anthrax vaccines and anti-viral pharmaceuticals for the National Strategic 
Stockpile. The DHS reprogramming request for the MMRS funds was made in the last week 
in April, just a month after Michael D. Brown, DHS undersecretary for emergency 
preparedness and response, told the House Homeland Security Appropriations Subcommittee 
the MMRS funds would be expended as appropriated. 
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These twin requests, coming as the 9-11 Commission hearings have demonstrated the 
importance of comprehensive organization at the regional level to respond to a terrorism 
incident, raise grave concerns about what federal commitment or resources states and local 
governments can anticipate — even those that Congress has previously enacted and funded. As 
the level of government that bears a first response responsibility, this is especially troubling. 

Bioterrorism preparedness became a priority following September 11, 2001. Arlington’s public 
health team has been responsible not just for the county. Pentagon, other federal military 
installations within its borders and Ronald Reagan National Airport, but has also expended 
county funds and resources to respond to a false anthrax test at a D.C. Post Office. 

Building an effective bioterrorism response capacity will require long-term commitment and 
investment. That can only be achieved through a long-term, stable, and equitable federal 
commitment. 

Neither Arlington, nor any other grantee was informed of the abrupt decision. The MMRS is a 
local capability that is organized, trained, and equipped to respond to a terrorist incident. It is 
specifically designed to integrate the plarming and response elements of a region toward the 
human health consequences resulting from such an event. 120 local governments in regions 
across the country have developed, or are in the process of developing, such systems under 
contract with the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS). Communities under contract 
with the Department of Homeland Security are required to develop detailed operational plans 
for response to chemical, biological, radiological, and explosive incidents. They must also 
develop plans for incident management, pharmaceutical distribution, and coordination of how 
hospitals will be part of the response effort. The development of these plans must result in an 
operational system that reflects an integrated approach that includes all response disciplines. 
A study by the Institute of Medicine has validated this approach. 

Arlington is currently under contract with DHS and had anticipated $280,000 in FY 2004 
funds to continue our MMRS development and possibly expand it throughout the Northern 
Virginia region. When these funds were first added to our contract, they were represented as 
the first steps toward sustaining developed systems and were described by DHS as part of the 
strategic plan for the future of MMRS. 

MMRS is one of the best approaches ever devised for regional planning and response to a 
large scale incident. We think MMRS should be considered as a national model for how local 
governments should plan and organize for a large scale incident where mass casualties are 
involved, as well as to address the additional hazards that an integrated approach to planning 
affords. This unanticipated interruption could jeopardize all such efforts. 

This systematic approach integrates the planning and response of first responders (fire, EMS, 
hazmat and law enforcement), including public health, emergency management and hospitals 
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and medical care facilities to work together to develop the capability to reduce the human 
health consequences which result from terrorist acts. It also requires concurrent integration 
with neighboring jurisdictions and State and Federal agencies. 

Arlington County is in the second year of its contract for development of its MMRS. 
Completion of all base contract requirements is expected by September 2004. In fulfilling 
contract deliverable requirements, Arlington County has coordinated all MMRS development 
with neighboring jurisdictions in the Northern Virginia area, including: 

• City of Alexandria 

• Fairfax County 

• Fairfax City 

• City of Falls Church 

• Loudoun County 

• Prince William County 

Together with Arlington County, and for the purpose of this proposal, the above listed 
jurisdictions make up the Northern Virginia (NOVA) Region. 

Mutual Aid Indemnification 

Finally, we support federal legislation to provide for mutual aid indemnification. The 
incidents in New York and at the Pentagon graphically demonstrated that major emergencies 
cannot be managed without mutual aid from all jurisdictions in a region. A serious obstacle 
for inter-jurisdictional response to major emergencies in the Capital Region is lack of 
indemnification for mutual-aid responders. This problem is created by the differing sovereign 
immunity laws in the District, Maryland, and Virginia. This is not an abstract legal issue for 
Arlington: we suffered a major legal and financial loss in 1979 when a civilian was severely 
injured during a pursuit in the District. Police departments in the region have found a creative 
solution for mutual assistance to the District when there is adequate time to plan ahead: 
Maryland and Virginia police officers are deputized as federal marshals. However. Arlington 
has no solution for unplanned situations requiring police mutual assistance or for any 
situations requiring fire and emergency medical service. The Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments has passed a supportive resolution. We would hope the DHS 
regional office would be a strong advocate for this proposal. 

I trust these comments are helpful and appreciate your consideration of them. I look forward 
to answering any questions you might have. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Chief, thank you very much. 

Dr. Brown, thanks for being with us. 

Ms. Brown. Good morning. Chairman Davis and committee 
members. I am grateful for the opportunity to appear before you 
today to testify on emergency preparedness in the National Capital 
Region with an emphasis on first responder grant management. 
This subject is very critical to Prince George’s County where over 
835,000 residents live and over 100 different languages and dia- 
lects are spoken. 

During fiscal years 2002 and 2003, Prince George’s County re- 
ceived approximately $10.4 million dollars in grant funding for 
items such as: Hazardous materials truck, decontamination sup- 
plies, decontamination vehicle, breathing air units, incident com- 
mand training, incident command vehicles, radios, radiological de- 
tection unit, tanker unit, keycard control system, salaries, personal 
protective equipment (level A,B,C,D), CAD upgrades, emergency 
management salaries, disease surveillance system, epidemiologic 
response plan, high speed Internet connection, critical information 
network, training of key public health officials and citizen volun- 
teer training. 

There are several challenges in obtaining Federal funding for 
emergency preparedness. Timeliness is a major one. There are 
delays in receiving money from the State. Once the Federal Gov- 
ernment decides how much each State is to receive, the State must 
then determine the recipient amount to be awarded. The assess- 
ment phase should be a clearly defined process. For instance, in 
2003, a State assessment input session was held at Dulles Airport. 
There were problems and it could not be completed at that time. 
There were limited resources available to assist the county in pre- 
paring for the completion of this process. However, that assessment 
has been and continues to be the qualifying factor for funding over 
the last 2 years without any opportunity for adjustments. 

There is also a need for the clarification of processes in areas 
where there is State and regional funding sources. At times there 
appear to be overlaps in the accomplishments of the two funding 
sources, and that has been referred to before. 

Advance notice of grants is going to be very important for us. We 
recently learned that at least $2 million had been allocated to our 
county via a reimbursable grant. Funds for this amount were un- 
available; therefore, we were forced to go into unfunded and un- 
planned forward funding. So the timeliness of things makes a lot 
or sense. Additionally a lack of consistent awards causes a defi- 
ciency in the algorithm of the budget process. Understanding the 
reimbursement basis of grant funding especially as it relates to ju- 
risdictions within the State and the county would be a tremendous 
benefit. 

The National Incident Management System is the most recent 
criteria that must be adhered to regarding upcoming funding. We 
are looking forward to the training coming up on the 28th. We real- 
ly need to make sure everybody understands this. 

We also have challenges in terms of organizing and implement- 
ing efficient and effective regional preparedness programs. While 
most events in this area would become a regional issue, there is no 
regional emergency operations center, or no regional emergency co- 
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ordination center from which to command activities presents a 
problem. We are fortunate to have a regional emergency coordina- 
tion plan and this area could be better served with a regional emer- 
gency operations center with regional emergency response teams, 
with so many jurisdictions in the NCR, collaboration is a real chal- 
lenge. 

There are several gaps which remain in the emergency prepared- 
ness of the NCR Interoperability issues still exist and are at the 
top of the list. This issue is extremely expensive and we are still 
experiencing inter and intra communication deficiencies within this 
county. There is an inability for us to speak with each other except 
through patching. There is also an inability to speak with our 
neighbors, our regional partners via 800 MHz. 

There should be regional coordination of emergency plans. All 
plans in the region should be shared among the various jurisdic- 
tions. Discussions are needed concerning mass evacuations that 
would include naming evacuation destinationsites throughout var- 
ious counties. There is also a need for clear and concise intelligence 
information. The Office of the National Capital Region Coordina- 
tion has been effective in setting priorities but standards have not 
been set in many areas including standards for an Emergency Op- 
erations Centers. 

The type of guidance that we would like to see from the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security may take time to accomplish. There 
should be a regional emergency operations center to include the de- 
velopment of a regional response team. Would like more formal 
training regarding the National Incident Management System. It 
appears that the only training that is being offered is paid training 
conferences and seminars — other than Incident Command System. 
Formal training for the National Incident Management System so 
that the jurisdictions will be prepared to comply. The development 
of standards for distribution, management and oversight of the 
grants; a clearer direction on the States role as we are a member 
of a State and a regional partner; the provision of increased assist- 
ance in the development of planning concerning cybersecurity and; 
the enhancement of grant training and technical assistance will all 
improve the guidance needed in the National Capital Region. 

There really should be a regional coordination of emergency 
plans. All plans in the region should be shared among the various 
jurisdictions and I think we are moving toward that in a manner 
that is worthwhile applauding. 

In the end, I think what I would like to say is that there are 
three questions that guide our work locally in Prince George’s 
County. Those questions are, what is it that we wish to achieve re- 
gionally and locally in terms of emergency preparedness and by 
when. That is the standards and the priorities issue. How will we 
achieve this, task time, talent, costs, both fiscal and human? That 
is the multiyear strategy piece. The final question is how will we 
know when we have done it well? What are your performance 
measures? What are your performance measures processwise, 
productwise, perceptionally and politically because that is the re- 
ality that we live in. 

We will continue to work with our regional partners to develop 
a management framework that truly reflects continued improve- 
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ment and accountability for our citizens. We would hope that these 
three questions that guide us locally will in fact begin to guide us 
in our framework as we move forward. We also need to address the 
fact that we do not have regional standards yet for emergency pre- 
paredness. That is critical. 

Thank you, so much. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Brown follows:] 
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Statement of Dr. Jacqueline F. Brown 
Chief Administrative Officer 
Prince George’s County Government 
Government Reform Committee Hearing 
Emergency Preparedness in the Nation's 
Capital with an Emphasis on Grant 
Management and Coordination 
June 24, 2004 


Good Morning. 

I am grateful for the opportunity to appear before you today to testify on 
emergency preparedness in the National Capital Region (NCR) with an 
emphasis on first responder grant management and coordination. This 
subject is crucial to Prince George's County where over 835,000 residents 
live and over 100 different dialects are spoken. 

During fiscal years 2002 and 2003, Prince George's County received 
approximately $10.4 million dollars in grant funding. Details of the funding 
use are as follows: Hazardous materials truck, decontamination supplies, 
decontamination vehicle, breathing air units, incident command training, 
incident command vehicles, radios, radiological detection unit, tanker unit, 
keycard control system, salaries, personal protective equipment (level 
A,B,C,D), Computer Aided Dispatch System upgrade, emergency 
management salaries, disease surveillance system, epidemiologic response 
plan, high speed internet connection, critical information network, training 
of key public health officials and citizen volunteer training. 

There are several challenges in obtaining federal funding for emergency 
preparedness. Timeliness — ^there are delays in receiving money from the 
state. Once the federal government decides how much each state is to 
receive, the state must then determine the recipient amount to be awarded. 
The assessment phase should be a clearly defined process. In 2003, a state 
assessment was conducted. There were limited resources available to assist 
the County in preparing for the completion of this process. This assessment 
has been and continues to be the qualifying factor for funding over the last 
two years without any opportunity for adjustments. 
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There is also a need for the clarification of processes in areas where there is 
state and regional fiinding sources. At times there appear to be overlaps in 
the accomplishments of the two funding sources -State Homeland Security 
and Urban Area Security Initiative. There have even been occurrences where 
the state has created internal regional relationships adding yet another 
dimension to this situation. The state on at least two occasions has made an 
allocation a regional grant between 3 counties with vastly different 
geographies, populations and vulnerabilities. The three entities had to come 
to a consensus on the spending before the funds were allocated. After more 
than 6 months of this issue being unresolved, the state approved an equal 
split of the funds. 

Advance notice that grants will be reimbursable would assist us in enhanced 
planning during our budgetary process. We recently learned that at least 
$2MM had been allocated to our county via a reimbursable grant. Funds for 
this amount were unavailable; therefore, we are faced with unplanned 
forward funding. Additionally a lack of consistent awards causes a 
deficiency in the algorithm of the budget process. Understanding the 
reimbursement basis of grant funding especially as it relates to jurisdictions 
within the County would be a tremendous benefit. 

The National Incident Management System is the most recent criteria that 
must be adhered to regarding upcoming funding. Little has been shared 
regarding the details of the protocols for compliance, but we are expected to 
be prepared to adopt this initiative within three months. 

Many jurisdictions lack the experienced personnel to handle the grant 
processes at all levels — local, state and federal. The State Administrative 
Agency should be readily accessible for assistance/clarification regarding 
the funding process. 

Challenges continue to exist within the NCR related to organizing and 
implementing efficient and effective regional preparedness programs. While 
most events in this area would become a regional issue, there is no regional 
emergency operation/coordination center from which to command activities. 
We are fortunate to have a regional emergency coordination plan and this 
area could be better served with a regional emergency 
operation/coordination center and regional response teams. 

With so many jurisdictions in the NCR, collaboration is a real challenge. 
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There are several gaps which remain in the emergency preparedness of the 
NCR 

Interoperability issues still exist and are at the top of the list. This issue is 
extremely expensive and we are still experiencing inter and intra 
communication deficiencies within this county. There is an inability for us 
to speak with each other except through patching. There is also an inability 
to speak with our neighbors, our regional partners via 800 MHz. 

There should be regional coordination of emergency plans. All plans in the 
region should be shared among the various jurisdictions. Discussions are 
needed concerning mass evacuations that would include naming evacuation 
destination sites throughout various counties. There is also a need for clear 
and concise intelligence information 

The Office of the National Capital Region Coordination has been effective 
in setting priorities but standards have not been set in many areas including 
standards for an Emergency Operations Centers. 

The type of guidance that we would like to see from the Department of 
Homeland Security may take time to accomplish. There should be a regional 
emergency operations center to include the development of a regional 
response team. Would like more formal training regarding the National 
Incident Management System. It appears that the only training that is being 
offered is paid training conferences and seminars (other than Incident 
Command System). Formal training for the National Incident Management 
System so that the jurisdictions will be prepared to comply. The 
development of standards for distribution, management and oversight of the 
grants; a clearer direction on the states role as we are a member of a state 
and a regional partner; the provision of increased assistance in the 
development of planning concerning cyber security and; the enhancement of 
grant training and technical assistance will all improve the guidance needed 
in the National Capital Region. 
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Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you all very much. I will start the 
questioning with Mr. Schrock. 

Mr. Schrock. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank you all very 
much for being here. 

I want to note for the record that Tom Lockwood from the first 
panel is here and I think that is a very good thing because he cares 
enough to hear what these folks have to say. These folks are at the 
tip of the spear as we say in the military and when the balloon 
goes up, they are going to be the first ones on the scene as they 
were at the Pentagon that day because I saw them. 

Chief Schwartz, you said the death toll was not as great at the 
Pentagon as it was in New York and you are right, but had that 
wedge at the Pentagon been fully occupied as it was about to be 
because of the reconstruction, I believe the death toll there would 
have been far worse than it was in New York City. It is just a 
blessing that they weren’t. 

You are absolutely right, junior partners no. You have to be full 
partners in this effort because you are the ones we are going to ex- 
pect to be on the scene from the very first moment and we need 
to make sure we here do everything we can to help you. 

Dr. Brown, you talked about reimbursable grant. That is kind of 
a contradiction in terms, isn’t it? I thought a grant was something 
you gave to people. 

Ms. Brown. What happens is you get the awards and then we 
forward fund it and pay for it and then we can get reimbursed. 
That is the nature of some of the awards that are coming. 

Mr. Schrock. I see. I don’t know how many of you really listened 
carefully to what my friend, Mr. Moran, was saying during the last 
round. He was talking about the rail and concerns he has. I have 
the same concerns and the same concern I expressed to you all 
when I go through the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel every week, 
as you will today, Mr. Griffin, I have with the trains because the 
trains run right under my office. I am not going to mention the 
name of the building to give anybody any ideas Wt that is a real 
concern. I think if we are not careful, something is going to happen 
and I am genuinely concerned about that. 

Mr. Lockwood in the last panel advised that they are working 
with the Joint Terrorism Training Task Force and I am wondering 
how the Federal Government is managing to share intelligence 
with uncleared, non-Federal employees such as the local responders 
as you and your staff and are procedures working adequately to get 
non-Federal employees cleared to receive this information? Do we 
in Congress need to address this specifically to make sure you do 
get the information you need so that somebody doesn’t sit on it 
which could be the piece of the puzzle to help solve the problem? 

Ms. Brown. The intelligence piece becomes very important, if I 
am understanding your question correctly and the clearance of the 
people to receive it. That was an issue in our written testimony 
that the triggers for intelligence that tend to be general and kind 
of nebulous still trigger things locally for us to do. As Chief Michos 
was saying, it does bring a labor and a personnel and resource in- 
tensity to our budgets and to our jurisdictions. The clearance would 
be good. 
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Overall, what we need is if this is a Federal piece, what are some 
of the standards? Those are the standards that perhaps the States 
can adhere to. If the States are the ones that are going to set the 
standards for emergency preparedness including security levels 
needed for personnel to receive certain intelligence, that is the kind 
of guidance we need. This is an important piece but I believe that 
kind of guidance really must come from either the Federal Govern- 
ment and/or the States in conjunction with the Federal Govern- 
ment. This is not something localities are set up to do in terms of 
high level security clearance for national things. They are geared 
to do it for police departments, to do it for certain first responders 
but if you are in a jurisdiction like mine where we have tried to 
mirror the Federal structure and set up an Office of Homeland Se- 
curity with a separate director and merged some first responder of- 
fices, then those security clearances that we need, we are making 
our best guess about what you need and hiring accordingly but we 
certainly need that kind of guidance. It would be most welcome. 

Mr. SCHROCK. Chief 

Ms. Micros. At the local level, traditionally the fire service has 
been kept out of the intelligence loop. 

Mr. ScHROCK. Kept out of? 

Ms. Micros. Traditionally that is what has happened. Several 
years ago, the FBI did appoint a liaison in this region to the fire 
service and it has been invaluable and I think Jim found this to 
be an important asset for him at the Pentagon. The liaisons have 
been very active in coming to our meetings and planning with us 
and providing us with a regular line of information that we could 
share with our folks so that we have increased awareness of things 
that are going on when the intelligence is available. 

Mr. SCRROCK. So they are starting to include you? 

Ms. Micros. Oh, yes, and that has been very valuable to us over 
the last few years. 

Mr. SCRWARTZ. The local jurisdictions that do pony up represent- 
atives to the Joint Terrorism Task Force do that without reim- 
bursement. We do that at local cost, so the fact we are getting in- 
telligence information and relationships that do exist are still on 
the backs of the locals to finance. 

I can tell you at a street level some of the difficulties we have 
even though we get good intelligence from the relationships that 
exist. Last year, the Federal Government decided to make available 
to local jurisdictions the bioassays that are used to test for biologi- 
cal agents, something the military has, a very good system for de- 
veloping and they rely on those extremely well. It was decided that 
those bioassays would be available for local jurisdictions so hazmat 
technicians could use them in the street to assess the proverbial 
white powder calls and that sort of thing. What they would not 
give us, however, are what amount to the evaluation instruments 
so that once you use the assay and get an indication on it, you can- 
not read it, you have no way to evaluate what the ticket says be- 
cause they kept that information classified. That is not shared with 
us. You can actually get it outside this country but you cannot get 
it inside this country. 

I use that as an example to say really our system of intelligence 
sharing is based on a cold war mentality. It is based on the nuclear 
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threat of 50 years ago and somehow we have to come up with a 
system of what we commonly refer to as trusted agents, something 
that will recognize that there is another level of information shar- 
ing that can assist locals in those kinds of instances. 

Mr. SCHROCK. Kind of like buying a car without wheels? 

Mr. Griffin. If I may, after September 11, Fairfax County estab- 
lished an intelligence unit in our police department. We had dis- 
banded it for budget reasons in the 1990’s but that unit was so suc- 
cessful, the FBI asked to join it. Again, I would underscore Chief 
Schwartz’s point that is on our nickel. We have since, as a county, 
taken the lead in terms of forming an intelligence unit on a re- 
gional basis in northern Virginia. Again, that is on our nickel. 

One of the hats I wear is as director of emergency management 
but the only access I have to intelligence is through my police chief 
who has top secret clearance but that individual needs to be very 
circumspect in terms of what they tell me. I think that kind of 
sharing of information can be improved. I don’t necessarily have 
any answers but it can be better. 

Mr. ScHROCK. So the chief of police who reports to you has a top 
secret clearance and you don’t? 

Mr. Griffin. That is correct. The initiative to get the police 
chiefs top secret clearance only occurred after September 11 and 
it took almost 2 years to happen. 

Mr. SCHROCK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. The 911 Commission cited a lack of com- 
munication between Federal, State and local agencies as one of the 
biggest failures of the Government on September 11. If a cata- 
strophic event were to occur in the capital region today, is there 
any standard protocol for different agencies communicating to- 
gether? Also, is there a way that local law enforcement can commu- 
nicate with the military? 

Mr. Griffin. I will start that if I may. One of the chief failures, 
as you noted, after September 11 particularly in the Washington 
region as related to communication is we did not have good re- 
gional communication. I believe in terms of the incident itself there 
was good communication because most of the agencies transitioned 
to the 800 MHz radio system that allowed interoperability between 
organizations. 

I was Chair of the Chief Administrative Officers at that time and 
I did convene a conference call of all the chief administrative offi- 
cers but it occurred approximately 8 hours after the initiation of 
the events on September 11. To address that, we have created what 
we call the RICCS system, the Regional Incident Communication 
and Coordination System which takes advantage of the current 
technology. That system is in place and is practiced on a regular 
basis. It now enables myself or others depending on where the 
event occurs to convene a conference call in less than 30 minutes. 
The RICCS system is set up such that it is not just for the chief 
administrative officers, there are groups of individuals by discipline 
that have been created who also have access to that system, be it 
fire chiefs, police chiefs, transportation officials, health directors. 
We are even getting the hospital system integrated to that system. 
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Not all events that occur in the region need to be elevated to the 
chief administrative officers but we are encouraging the various 
disciplines to use the system because it really does enhance the 
communication. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Any other comments? 

Mr. Schwartz. I would like to add that when we talk about the 
communications problem as it relates to interoperability, there are 
different layers. Mr. Griffin identifies a layer that the chief admin- 
istrative officers would use. Communications on the incident at 
September 11 at the Pentagon were largely good for the response. 
We are never going to solve the problem of getting everybody on 
a common frequency. In fact, obviously for the Pentagon response, 
we had representatives from DOD that were a part of the unified 
command. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. You had representatives from Maryland, 
from Virginia and from Washington all together, correct, at the 
Pentagon? 

Mr. Schwartz. No, sir, we do it by discipline. We do it so that 
we have fire and EMS representatives, we have law enforcement 
representatives. There were Federal representatives because they 
have the lead agency responsibilities for acts of terrorism, namely 
the FBI, and we had DOD because it was their property and they 
brought a significant amount of resources to the incident. 

My point is that it is a unified command under a recognized inci- 
dent management system that will do more for the communications 
interoperability problem than getting everybody on the same fre- 
quency and push to talk. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Is that opinion shared throughout your in- 
dustry? 

Mr. Schwartz. I believe it is. That is not to suggest that we 
don’t need to continue to make advances across this country so that 
the kinds of situations that we have in the National Capital Region 
which is that almost all of the jurisdictions operate on common fre- 
quencies but if you start trying to put the FBI on our frequencies, 
the Department of Defense on our frequencies and every other Fed- 
eral agency that would come in support of a local jurisdiction, we 
are going to have too many people operating on frequencies and 
they will be completely unusable. The incident management system 
has to be utilized to effect good communications. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Let me ask you this broad question. If we 
could give you one thing here today to help you as relates to the 
whole communications, what would you want us to do? 

Mr. Schwartz. I would like Dr. Brown to answer that question 
because I think part of her remarks add another layer of commu- 
nication which is the coordination among the Government entities 
that are overseeing a response. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Dr. Brown. 

Ms. Brown. I am really grateful for this opportunity. One of the 
things that happens is when September 11 came in, people were 
growing. If you could see the localities, we were growing at our own 
rates. We had a regional awareness there but Septemter 11 really 
brought it together in terms of looking at it regionally. Therefore, 
the issues of comparability and standardization of levels of ability 
and capability to respond all of a sudden became glaringly clear 
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that we hadn’t done it. Some of us don’t have 800 MHZ, some of 
us are working out of an EOC that is an abandoned school building 
as a way to handle a jurisdiction with 835,000 people in the home 
of Air Force 1 and over 300 vulnerable places within the jurisdic- 
tion. So the larger picture for us in the Maryland region and in the 
region of the National Capital Region is if our people from the dif- 
ferent areas had to go to different peoples’ EOCs, could they even 
work the equipment, would they even be there, even if they were 
jointly trained and part of that equipment is communication. It is 
also communication at a level of being able to receive intelligence, 
be able to see the strategic big picture regionally and to deal with 
it. 

Until we bring everybody up to a minimum competency standard 
to receive the information, then we have a big hole of vulnerability 
and we need to address that. I understand that the removal of 
being able to do things with brick and mortar is kind of going 
against what it is we need to do but we need to look across the re- 
gion. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Who should determine what that standard 
should be? 

Ms. Brown. I think the National Capital Region. We would look 
for them along with input from, building input from the CAOs, 
from the Federal Government, from the military players, from all 
of the other ones that have the capability and the expertise. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. But who should that be, in your opinion, 
based on what you know? 

Ms. Brown. Who should be the one to set the standards? 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Yes. 

Ms. Brown. I would expect that it should come from the Na- 
tional Capital Region. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Who do you think? 

Mr. Schwartz. I should say Congressman that there is a pro- 
posal in to the National Capital Region Office under the URASI 
grants to look at the issues of EOC interoperability so that we fig- 
ure out exactly what those standards are and then how to apply 
future grant funds to each of the local EOCs so that they are inter- 
connected, so that they can interoperate. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Thank you. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very much. 

Let me ask just a couple questions. 

As the Office of the National Capital Region Coordination com- 
municated to you the areas you are lacking in terms of being able 
to fulfill your duties and be able to respond to regional emer- 
gencies? They did, as I understand, an assessment last year. Have 
they communicated with any of you the shortcomings? Tony. 

Mr. Griffin. Initially, I think through the assessment there was 
an effort to identify what the deficiencies were in each jurisdiction 
and the Capital Region participated in that. Some of the difficulty 
and some of the friction early on occurred because having partici- 
pated in that assessment, we didn’t see the results of it and the 
Senior Policy Group made the initial allocations for the $60 million 
allocated to the National Capital Region based on that assessment. 
Not having seen it and not being sure what it was about and con- 
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cern about the local jurisdictions being the local responders, the 
first responders, there was some friction there. 

I think that friction has been mitigated to a large extent because 
there was a recognition that the Senior Policy Group and the CAOs 
and the other players really needed to come together and partici- 
pate together. I think by December we had reached that common 
ground and we have been working together I think pretty well over 
9ie last 6 months at better identifying what our gaps are and get- 
ting better participation from all the players in identifying what 
those gaps are. I think the Chiefs may have a perspective on that. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Yes, let me ask you. Ms. Brown. 

Ms. Brown. Taking off on what he said about the assessment, 
we have gotten some feedback and I guess our feelings on a local 
level are that it really wasn’t truly reflective and we questioned at 
the time, the value of the tool that was being used but we did it 
like everyone else. So right now we are in a period where they are 
allowing us to look at the results of the assessment to do some 
tweaking since the future grant allocations will be based on the re- 
sults of that but that was one thing I said, we put so much time 
and effort into it, didn’t have any input when the tool was being 
designed or what were the things that should be looked at, so we 
are trying to make best with what we can right now based on the 
time and energy we have put into that. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Chief Schwartz. 

Mr. Schwartz. Just a couple of things. As has been said, the in- 
strument was rather poor. One of the poorest parts of it was the 
threat assessment component, how we developed information on 
the threats that were germane to our area was extremely difficult. 
The other thing I would add is that since we are supposed to be 
operating as a region, it would have been beneficial if we had com- 
pleted the instrument together as a region. Instead, we were 
stovepiped by jurisdiction, so we couldn’t even learn from each 
other how we were inputting the data, what kind of elements, so 
that we could sort of shortcut the whole process and get to a point 
that we could all agree on what was going into the instrument. 
Largely it was an inventory of our capabilities. 

Ms. Brown. Right now we are very personality dependent. We 
have a group of people regionally and locally who want to work to- 
gether who are determined to move forward with this from a re- 
gional standpoint to do the things that Tony is saying in terms of 
working together with the Senior Policy Group and all of this. I am 
very nervous about the fact that if any of us leave and a different 
headset comes in, where are the standards that say I don’t care 
who you are, what are the standards of baseline competency nec- 
essary, not only in terms of personnel, things like communications, 
things like intelligence methods, things like equipment that is 
needed regardless of who you are and who sits in these seats, 
whether you have goodwill or not, these are the rules of play as it 
relates to emergency preparedness in the National Capital Region. 
Again, I believe those standards should come from the National 
Capital Region. We don’t even have a National Capital Region 
EOC. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you. 

Mr. Moran. 
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Mr. Moran of Virginia. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am glad and appreciative that Mr. Lockwood stayed. 

I was reading the legislation that the Congress passed describing 
the responsibilities of the Office of National Capital Regional Co- 
ordination that was in the Homeland Security Act. They are to as- 
sess and advocate for the resources needed by State, local and re- 
gional governments. It is to provide State, local and regional au- 
thorities in the National Capital Region with timely information 
and technical support. It is to develop a process for receiving mean- 
ingful input from State, local and regional authorities in the devel- 
opment of homeland security plans and activities. It is for coordi- 
nating Federal, State, local and regional agencies and to ensure 
adequate planning information, sharing, training and execution 
and to serve as a liaison between the Federal Government and 
State, local and regional authorities to facilitate access to Federal 
grants and other programs. That is the function. That is why it ex- 
ists and yet I have talked to each of the jurisdictions in my con- 
gressional district, Arlington, Alexandria and Fairfax County and 
all of them say that the lack of planning, preparation, orderly ex- 
pectations of resources and what the requirements of those re- 
sources are going to be, the lack of that at the Federal level is seri- 
ously hamstringing if not crippling the ability of local governments 
to do their own planning and resource allocation. In other words, 
you can’t plan and allocate your resources unless you know what 
resources are coming into the locality so you can match them, so 
that you can pull the personnel, the equipment, the facilities to- 
gether so that you can fulfill your responsibilities. 

I suppose I should say when because that is what we are told by 
Secretary Ridge but I will say if we have a terrorist attack, we are 
going to turn to the local responders and look for what went wrong 
because nothing is going to go perfectly and the first thing we are 
going to be told is that even though Congress provided the re- 
sources, they weren’t made available and we weren’t even told 
when they were going to be made available for what purposes. So 
this is the problem. This is the reason for the hearing. This is the 
reason why Chairman Davis got on top of this, to say, look, I don’t 
know what more we in the Congress can do but to provide the 
money and provide the legislative authority and the mandate but 
while the money is provided, the mandate is there, it is not being 
implemented. 

My question is a pretty basic one that I am going to ask each 
of you who are responsible for your jurisdictions, how has this 
backlog in distributing resources that were made available in 2003 
and 2004 by the Congress to the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity, you haven’t received them and you haven’t been given a plan 
for when you are going to receive them and what you are supposed 
to do with them, so I think you need to put on the record what im- 
pact this has had, what you have not been able to do because that 
money has not gotten to where it was intended to go. Let me start 
with Jim Schwartz. 

Mr. Schwartz. Well, Congressman, as we said in the earlier tes- 
timony, there were a lot of difficulties in the front end of this be- 
cause the locals were not as involved as they could have been, as 
they should have been with the process. It came from the top down. 
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The Senior Policy Group took information from our homeland secu- 
rity assessment and developed a strategy and then developed a 
funding scheme, carved up that original $60 million and it was 
only late in the process that I think we had enough representation 
come to the table to give the local perspective. I would defer to Mr. 
Griffin or Dr. Brown on this because they both operated as chief 
administrative officials. 

The process has improved now, I believe, but I would say that 
I think we are asking an enormous amount of time for people at 
their level, of their stature to be in long meetings deciding how we 
are going to be spending some of this money. The structure, the 
foundation for this out of the National Capital Region Office to sup- 
port the decisionmaking process doesn’t seem to be there. Again, I 
think it is calling on the locals to commit an awful lot of senior 
time to make what seemed to me to be lower level decisions. 

Mr. Moran of Virginia. I want to turn to Tony next but what 
role has COG had because we do subsidize the Council of Govern- 
ments and they do have a committee that pulls together police 
chiefs, the public safety people, fire and so on. Has COG been a 
part of this regional coordination effort? 

Mr. Griffin. Yes, if I may. Congressman. COG has played a sig- 
nificant role as convenor and as a support agency for the convening 
of the regional jurisdictions. It has been handled essentially on two 
levels. One, it has been handled at the level of the board of direc- 
tors and their authorization of the original task force which created 
the regional template for emergency response and their subsequent 
creation of the Emergency Preparedness Council. 

The other committee structure of COG has been doing the grunt 
work if you will in terms of regional preparedness under the direc- 
tion of the Chief Administrative Officers. The Fire Chiefs Commit- 
tee, the Police Chiefs Committee, the Health Directors Committee, 
the Emergency Managers Committee, we have even created a Pub- 
lic Information Officer Committee, recognizing that there are many 
players involved in this and they are all convening on a regular 
basis, at least monthly. In many instances the CAOs have either 
had all day meetings or have scheduled extra meetings where the 
subject matter has only been homeland security. In fact, to some 
extent, we have been setting aside other critical regional issues to 
address the homeland security. 

One of the challenges for us and I think we are getting better 
at it but partly the friction that occurred between the levels of gov- 
ernment and the locals feeling because we are first responders and 
because we have had some practical experience, that we ought to 
have more of a role, those roles have been substantially worked out 
and the Senior Policy Group which includes Mr. Lockwood and in- 
cluded Michael Byrne, his predecessor, and Ken Wahl, the interim 
as well as the State representatives have been meeting on a regu- 
lar basis to get a handle on what our issues and our priorities are. 

From a county perspective, I have to tell you the way I have ap- 
proached it has not been one which is dependent on the Federal 
funding or to some extent, even, the State funding that comes be- 
cause of the Federal funding. We have worked hard in the county 
to try to identify what we thought our priorities were and what the 
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gaps were in our capability to respond and then have identified 
how we are going to address that. 

In my testimony I made reference to our emergency operations 
center. Our situation is similar to that of Prince George’s in that 
our current emergency operations center is in a 50 year old elemen- 
tary school with two elementary school classrooms designated for 
purposes of emergency management. That works fine when we 
were dealing with a hurricane once every 30 years. It does not 
work in this environment. 

Likewise, our emergency communications center is in that same 
facility. We have outgrown it. The technology cannot be supported 
by the facility and therefore, we are building a new facility which 
we expect to open in the fall of 2007. The price tag for that facility 
is $98 million. It takes a lot of effort on our part to figure out how 
to do that. That is going to be county funded. We are looking to 
the Federal Government in the context that they can give us some 
assistance in terms of the equipment but we have made the deci- 
sions on the basis of our local capacity to fund these programs and 
we prioritize them on the basis of what is most critical and we will 
fund those whether we get any Federal money or not. If we get 
Federal money or if we get State money, then we start applying 
that to those other priorities that we consider critical but are less 
critical than what we can move ourselves through our own finan- 
cial processes. 

Mr. Moran of Virginia. I guess that is about as good an answer 
as we could get but I think we have sent the message to Mr. 
Lockwood pretty loud and clear. 

Chairman Tom Davis. I think he heard that. 

Mr. Moran of Virginia. The red light has been on for some 
time, so thanks for your indulgence, Mr. Chairman, and thanks for 
the hearing. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Jim, thank you very much. 

Mr. Schrock, you have a couple of followups? 

Mr. Schrock. I do. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I share the 
exact same frustrations as Mr. Moran does and obviously you all 
do too. 

It seems there are so many layers of communications in there. 
When the balloon goes up, who in God’s name knows who to report 
to whom. It seems to me that the folks in Arlington County may 
not be using the same sort of symbolo^ or equipment as the folks 
in Prince William County. In the military now, we are talking 
about interoperability where the Army can talk to the Air Force 
and Air Force can talk to the Marine Corps and the Marine Corps 
can talk to everybody. When one symbol pops up, they all know 
what it means. The same thing might work with you all if you have 
the same kind of equipment so everybody is talking off the same 
sheet of music should we have these problems again. 

I agree with what I have heard that maybe the Federal Govern- 
ment needs a set of standards but whenever I hear the Federal 
Government getting involved in anything I just cringe because the 
localities know it is probably going to mean unfunded mandates for 
them. We might need to pass legislation to give a framework to the 
localities and let the localities build it based on their territory and 
the way they see things if something should happen and if we are 
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doing mandates, then we need to fund them. For you all to have 
to pay $98 million, obviously that is just for the building, not for 
the insides, not the equipment, there is something really wrong 
there. 

Let me ask would it be possible for the Federal Government to 
consider assigning what we could call staff counterintelligence offi- 
cers to prioritize States’ own homeland security programs? They 
could act as a designated liaison between the State DHS and the 
intelligence community, in other words an NCIS agent could be as- 
signed to Annapolis to work with Dennis Schrader, one could be as- 
signed to Richmond to work with George Foresman on two or three 
rotational tours as an intelligence link between the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the States? Is something like that possible or is that 
just adding another layer of bureaucracy that I can’t stand, frank- 
ly, putting in another layer of bureaucracy that you don’t need. 
Would that be something that would give you the link to the intel- 
ligence community here that you need or is that just overreaching, 
you want us to stay out of your hair? 

Mr. Schwartz. I would have to say I would rather see funding 
come to support our JTTF representation and if I could make the 
observation that in and of itself coming from a fire chief is a pretty 
good indication of the extent of our collaborative efforts here in the 
region. 

I think if you funded the JTTF positions, we would get the same 
thing. The homeland security contacts in the State already get the 
intelligence information from the Federal Government through 
DHS, so I think they are pretty well satisfied. You will end up with 
a situation that Mr. Griffin described earlier in that his police chief 
has to be rather circumspect in giving him any information of 
value. I think we would have another layer that would be relatively 
useless. 

Mr. SCHROCK. I was just thinking out loud. The last thing we 
need, the last thing people who sit on this level need to do is con- 
tinue creating more layers of burden for you all. We need to make 
it as simple as possible and let you all work together to make sure 
you can talk from the same sheet of music. I share your frustration 
and I certainly share Mr. Moran’s frustration as well. 

Again, thank you all for what you do. It is not easy. It is tough. 

Mr. Griffin. If I could add a quick point on the intelligence part 
and that is just like being first responders in terms of intelligence, 
our people know our communities better than the Federal Govern- 
ment knows our communities. I think if they can give us additional 
assistance, I don’t normally fund that sort of thing but I recognize 
the importance to the region and there is an obligation as the larg- 
est jurisdiction in the metropolitan area to take a lead on some- 
thing like that, so we have done that. We have stepped up to the 
plate but I think as Chief Schwartz indicated, if we could get some 
assistance in that area, that would be very helpful. 

Mr. SCHROCK. Thank you all very much. 

Chairman Tom Davis. Thank you very, very much. It has been 
a very helpful hearing for us and the record. 

The hearing is adjourned. 
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[Whereupon, at 1:15 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to re- 
convene at the call of the Chair.] 

[The prepared statements of Hon. Wm. Lacy Clay and Hon. 
Danny K. Davis follow:] 
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Statement of the 
Honorable William Lacy Clay 

Before the 

Government Reform Committee 
Thursday, June 24, 2004 

"Target Washington: Coordinating Federal Homeland 
Security Efforts with Local Jurisdictions in the National 
Capital Region" 

Mr. Chairman, the men and women that staff the 
Department of Homeland Security - Office for National 
Capital Region Coordination have, since their inception, done 
an incredible job of preparing for future emergency 
challenges in the greater Washington, D.C. area. However, I 
am of the impression that their work is really just beginning. 
Many critical issues remain to be addressed such as: 

□ Providing a greater emphasis on the First Responder 
Preparedness and Prevention program to the public, 

□ Increasing radio and telephonic inter-operability 
capabilities between First Responders, 

□ And, the development of an established effective 
benchmark for objective and independent evaluations 
of existing programs. 

Coordination exercises, new equipment, planning, and 
training, are all important components of an effective 
emergency program, but how effective will they be if they 
are not objectively evaluated and fully funded? 
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I am very interested in hearing about the findings of the 
new GAO report, and look forward to hearing from all of 
today's witnesses. Finally, Mr. Chairman I ask unanimous 
consent to submit my statement into the record. 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF 
THE HONORABLE DANNY K. DAVIS 
AT THE GOVERNMENT REFORM COMMITTEE 
MARKUP ON S. 129, THE “FEDERAL WORKFORCE 
FLEXIBILITY ACT OF 2004.” 


June 24, 2004 


S. 129, the “Federal Workforce Flexibility Act of 
2004,” would provide a variety of personnel flexibilities 
to federal agencies. Among other things, these new 
govemmentwide flexibilities would provide federal 
agencies with additional tools for recruiting employees 
for difficult-to-fill positions and for retaining employees 
with unusual qualifications; permit the White House 
Office of Administration to establish career positions in 
the Senior Executive Service; eliminate open seasons for 
the Thrift Savings Plan; and allow employees to earn 



126 


comp time for time spent on official travel. This last 
provision will certainly help federal employees who are 
asked to travel on personal time but for which they 
currently receive no compensation. 

While I am pleased that S.129 is a govemmentwide 
civil service reform bill and does not continue the 
piecemeal approach to reform that we have seen to-date, I 
am uncertain how some of these provisions will be 
implemented without additional agency education and 
funding. In the last few years, federal agencies have 
received a number of authorities and flexibilities that their 
managers are currently unaware of and that they do not 
have the money to implement. Perhaps we should address 
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the education and funding issues before any more human 
capital “tools” are thrown at agencies. 

I am pleased that the comp time provisions that were 
in the Senate version of the bill remain in tact and I 
support Ranking Member Waxman’s efforts to strengthen 
protections for whistleblowers by securing a commitment 
from the Chairman that whistleblower legislation will be 
markup by the Committee this session. 



